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fw m ^ ftn tu ^ n# f tonfr ft: nr 70* *tan % ira ^ twt in tST 


3-WK«n*(JD 

PASTE—5adi*i3—>Sab-«cdlM (B> 


Iht ftfti 3 *rhr aftr wft fts^ m wmm fm (fWf mm mrt n-ftn 

snft nfmftw t) 

G«Ml StKtmknj Mg* {T ilth flagOrders.B j*htwm ctc.rf»gamldMck) bn«l hj ita I 

HHh» ffal iWMfajibj of DAw)ial by At 1 


ifakVI 


^BtTWRf, 25 2007 

^V 9 r-Cl/ 2 H 7 -aftqi^« tT<tl} 

vlsii; hot.— tnw ^ cHIVT-kw ism U962 3?52)iltmq9tf 4*1 iw w 

44 H 4 ftw JV 94 1 $W l-T-IOOin^^t (^ 3*0 

HRiH «wr 31^003 ^1^ foil* 7- 4-2003 HI srfV^TT Tf, #V2W4-Tfcn {H&) 1*W MHS-2fl04, it 1H 111 **£. 

^ ™i-2 Tt ite, ^ft ™r 3395 ^ 1200 ^frm, th*a, Tmr -71 -I'k'iftnj, thjt, 

2A wnr r iiftm^Tsr^ i^^kj Pt*iy si^n F immftWf3iTfihi#iiift3qipi?i4ir ifinm, <nm, 
^Iwhidiggra arrftfttt Tftftnnpfrm^ 100 iifawd ifr T^r ^ *teim ^ qlfa) faq i^wrli 

[tft* 7L IM/+M-YH/07] 

Ifft ’ft flffl, 3 PTW! 


SI5J GIAlJ 


1*7 L 5) 


[Part II—Sfco 3fritiJ 



THE QA2EnE OF INDIA: JULY 2ft, 20 O?/$RaV AN A 6J y2l> 


MINEIRY OF FINANCE 
(IVprirtntat of RtvtoK I 

omct Of HE COMMESlC*®R OF CENTRAL ExUiSt 
EDLKATA-V1T COMMIS5 fONERATT: 

Kolkka, the 25 th Im, 2007 

No, wawr-CTCTOMS (N'D 

MX 3IC7r-hU^^pf|if pnKnicuftiiHl unler&ctHQ {i amic CiGtnms Act, 1W2 read with Nalilicaiiot] 
^ -Ok INTI ilkj ofFinance, DeptmnEtituf Keveoue, New Delii snd M.F. 

(DJUQ cultrNo, IJT^-IOO^K*] wiAhNoriScHioo No. {N.T > dated ,V>A-20l>L ebe Jura 

0.to ttOUkiJftHiza Jagaldat. IT.. No. 7l, F.S. ■Sunarpw Municipality; 
KtfUWTl fct s<kfc Stitt: ofWestB»gflJ b Irafcy declared s a wcrrhuLiBiiiE station for the limited 

pwpasei f Betting upofhamfrttfrpKExport Oriented Undertaking asapproved by the Development CLunmissioiEr, 
F*lt*Spt .illEccnooucZcux^MtlkUy(fCamcme,(SoveniiTKaflofTndij h K.olhadt. 

|C. No. V (.TO) 7-CRTttl^WSPUKi^ViM>71 
S B. MISHKA,ConmiMiemta-nfGentt*L Encise 

^bw tfNhr *m* 

■5R3t, ] ] 2007 

2007 

to&w. i«2 ^ vfi L53 ^wits ^ wr? , ftn tf*?ra, Traw farin, 

tfev (TftSy ftpite i-7-. i<m ^ *-d'Tci n<-j Tifo-rff 53 i Hfr i 

3ng n, ^jLdfe#¥ ^prr, whRuh flTtfn tf*r£i 7*n$ a^ i Nh ^ ^ 3 ^7* tf #51 7p«f 

e« 2ipiHOir^TRTAftcr^ii# 1 

"■’ ''"*} " Tti tf-tf^tf^q) mM^-u/i6/2fl07] 

,1: . a arjH 

COW^flSSIOMX CENTRAL EXCISE JATPUR-U 
.: JiqiBrJfteLtthJuly, 2007 

; T NfcB4^]SlTO«S(MiaM7 

CUSTOMS 

MX 3iSt—to tn^ji^jDiimauifeiW by KdtiTinliunNoi. 31¥4-Cus[flms (Wl] dated the 1st Jnh, 1W4, 
of ibcGo Tuaucatof Tmfa , hto l ^^ tiC l^Miii T^Depqrtrient of Revenue, New Delhi, issued under clause! a) of Section 152 
ofCudoi * Act, I9C2, C^pttimkjiaror CottnE Excise J^ipur-fl, toeby declare place MaJttWU in be Slide 

of Kljfisll mi to be ^(^K9is^|^S^ht4i|^n'5HitiOfl 9of thi Customs Act, ] 902 for Ok purpose of setting up 100% EOU- 

| [C No V <E(Xr> ¥rtP-ILiliV2n(77| 

\ ’ B. £j. V, MUKIHY, Commissioner 




ofibcGc 

ofCudoi 

ofRlifisl 


12 ^5H&20ff7 

FI.3ir. 2059, — Nfif?ftft3lWTHT F 1925 ( 1925 TO 19} ^ *R1 ft Hft 33-1113! £ 3) 7^B TlftlrfW^ 

«a«h •ifli&v oth ^n? ^ir nM+lw ^fr ^ inf^i vflfl 

■'■asef m 

j rtf. 4u?-™*niv^otKn)] 

I ^RR h 3RT Hi^ 
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*1R3 71 3TO : 2ft, 2007/flm i t ITO 


Nm DeK, Ok 12UiJafr, 2007 

S.O. 105*.—hi rteorue ofrthe powers cnnfetred by Sub-wcOori (^)^Aid^8of1beFtvv|dmtFii)^ Ad, 

115 (19 of I9U), (be (Mil GavamDit baeby addi to the Schedule b Kb tndM Aiilgutdit fiillDintgi4)iU)4 

rtcurly;— 

"Indian Jiwtitute nf Management, Kodlikode", 


[No 4 ( 1 )-EV/ 2006 (T|] 
MOHM^ER KUMAR, Ubder Set*. 


(NiN 

H ^4,2807 

TT.lflr. 2M0.—1-M.lfl RffMWH SfafoPT, ]p49 (1949 71 10 > ^ Wff S3 ETCTffl,fl JlftWll 71 T^*l 
'iHfll’H l*i7iRfl tr, far dilWfHaw art icrai^ftTnra (l). { 2 ) *te(9) 

7-3^ $7 fofaiE V* oi ^4,2007 ^31 aTO^JH, 3M7 WE 7 7BHT *tk 4iHh l W7 

7K*r ci7. 4t *fl Trim 7 ft "sft.TBf wearer nWWfoTtwnctftf iiT*** srafe 

3imw sfrrTjw <M<f<iTH7 aiftwift 7T 7#qrr TmirT^ # ^ ^fto tI Prgw v&H 

(m a 15/2/2007-^tertor] 

[IhepKimcal rf Fimamt±aiSB-rkx$) 

(Ba^dtacOhMu) 

New Debb ibe I bth July. 2007 

&0. IMA. —In uscise nf OKfOwcn im&nnHy Sednn 53 of the BankjQ&JbeguluiCE Act 1949 (10 of 1340). 
di CflOnJ Go Vermont on (Ik nmuBAiddtinis of the Reserve Bank of fi yfa hen^ry Adm rtt^t tfir pny^jni ^ rvf Jyi(v . 
“H 1 ™ (I). (2-) and (S 1 ) of Section KB of thrsflid Ad shaft OOC, tu theextett 4icy preclude (hehutic &nsipfKlldidg a parson 
TO aery Mlhc diMiiaof(heChiam*ilMd Otief E»M<ivgOffkaf hgyrtad ■ [yml ^.j i ' totbe 

Gafttrik: Syrian Bank Ltd, fam 1st Jnly_20C7 tn October 3T, 31107 «■ till ft»e r^eim y«4^ frfE* if r (# W<>ffiiTr oramra 
charge, whichever is tidier. 

IP,N6. JMraOOJ^QAj 
D, P BHARPWAJ. Lfrkr Secy 

16 ^31$, 2007 - ■ 

«EW r 2061.—£*TfiVj atftf^PT, 1940 (194971ID} 7t API 53 '011 thi smVj iifri.j 

na ^^f¥ F my ^ 

(l) 3?(T (□) ■# *m M4H ft$?W >JBI MlftltHr3tfw^ h TRTfe'qTCT 4iNI M> ^7TO 

■mstmlti mmi f&sfel) qWtk aw qi»rt FTftfr7B^#rTft 

[7L TL ]3/S/2W7^3lhj 

&L 4. Wfi|4 r Anrvfaq 

New DeOu, Oe Ifth Xiiy, 2007 

S-O- Mtl—to OMtdM of thepownsamferred by Sectkn 53 of Ite BaiAj^kk^^akai Act, 19*9(10 of 1949), 
tbr Central Go'^Tdtttint on Ibe [ccnwwdftioes of ktsctve&u^ of tfwila Nnby tte (HrYnksE of £cb^ 

clOttt* fi>, and <ii) cd c(*t* (o) of Su^section (0 of Smtun 10 of 8tt said Ad jMd Hftilfefy tt> Shri ftau KtpOOf. 
Man^iiig Dinctor & Chief EsMidve OffK¥f, Y(i Bank iajsu fbr&s it Td area a>hb: Kajutfanr at Director on ibe Board of 
NAB ARDCdosnltancy Services Lid. (NABCON5) 


F Ho. 1 V 5 / 7007 BOA] 
D. P BHARDWAJ. Under Secy. 
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[PaftH- ifcC.J(ii)] 


lf^PItf, 2007 

^ T ' ar - «« -—(SWTp'THfW3qffO 1970/1950 T J ^ Jitau-S (|) qftfl 

ypft 3 T3fr ^ 3BT°T) 3fNMq. L9?{ViS&D ^ m 9 ^WIRT (S ) W*S { ETTMPTtI 

Win 


[Tn.TL 5^007-^-]] 

Mt. ftij, ^ Tiftta 


New Defhr r the I 6th July. 2007 

J O- 2**L-^lr exettiEC of die powers oonfeffed by clause (blufsub-scciionfl^SKUon 9 uf the Bankint 
rTJ™ (AnpjBitKW nd TisifeFQf UakalBkuig£} Acl, IV70/LWSO, rt*3 with suh-djn.se i 1) of danse J «f fa; Nationalised 

nt ^W | ^,tfi £ CeniiuJ^™ed^h m by D o n ,i^siiriA. 

BhttSdiiyj, Ehnsacr CERT A Dev.}, Ministry of Fimoce, Department of Fbtaacial Services. New Delhi as a Direct m on the 
Bftmj oi pintWf? of 1 »COBbi 1( *ilt unmcdw^ dTtelind until Fuithcronkn uJr* Wwri AdmL f I ahn-i 


[F.No.9/7£?t»7-BO-l] 
a b. SINGH,Dy, S«,y. 


mflNi W^S^t Tip! 

SI$?T 

]7^5f# r 2ftJ7 

Tjt3BI L JIM,™ 3W; Wff" ftTtw, s^fct wtvK'fc^ ^sj 3fa fcP3T?T f^ltTO afaf-HH , L074 0^74^ 
f2) m gm 3 ^ wm *}'■& afti*fata^ *Tifcr trh xfr n$ i } ^ tt-uri * ^ ^ 

ft- nfl ^4- jl WRw t, *.Aw ta, T^n ils, *hi4u«i)« ftm, Mfoa tph w fN^ tf=ta ^jr^i 

.£="2* w^rftwra * fat -iptr st imr * *r wi ^ fln w * fa^r 

imw ? w sitar * mlta-ta* -> foi* 

™ *" : ^1SS ’BMfttiTt ^ | 

[^Ti fi73/i/joo7-#5jpt-vin) 
Ml Ml ttMlj TR-ftfuq 

I 

CENTRAL BOtOTDMlC 1NTELL1CSNCE BUHEW 


New Delhi, the J 7th July, 2007 

. e , specify enipawfKd under Butrection^l) 

°l_':^^f^ K,f ' ofF ™ ri S n Enehinp amiPrewfiltiHi of Stmuggliiig Activities Act, 1974 (52of 1974) issued 
wdirF- Nd. 673/1/200?-Cus, VBI dated 0fr4fi-2OO7 under &e sard subsection direct mg that Shri Shan Hirii Thine* L« 
^yy^H^urk, R/dD^ifeer Minzd, K IM. k«d,M^warP™t Kasaigud Disteia, Keraii State be denned 
jndtoBpt B^tiiHDdy hi the CeutnJ Preor. TWvininthti|>iirini wjfli j view tr> preventing him from Snut^linsaoods b 

2..WhH™ the CentlaJ Oovtmmeflt has «46oni.tn bdieved that the aforesaid perwn hiB abaconded nr is 
oo nfei l tn rihrmseLf so that the tnd& cwuiot be esecLited, 


I 



[mrn-^r 3(uj] 


'3HBW tsvw t 28, 2(X>7fflOTH6, 1329 
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3 .N[m n lharfbf^ine^ci«Qftbepoamcatferredt>ycll[U 5 e(b)tf sub-section (0 ofSectjonTafftcsaodAct. 
Ate Cflltnl ODVentdHdt htttby diitcb the ikEEtid ptnon to appear before the Sij raniKmlrat of Pulici, ElSKlfOd, 
Kml g within 7 day& of flic p llH icadon of h i e ruder in the Offic ial Gazette. 

[F. Na erai/MOT-cut-vm] 

V. K_ KHANNA* py. S«y. 

iiS? b|t dm 

M ftp?ft F 23 iofl? 

'sr.at 1064.— 4 k*ii, fw-iic. afrai^i (t^wm wtai** all “imu tph ^fr*-**, «nivi, 339 

aik Rwp'1^1 afWPpm, 2000 £2003 9 p 34) ^ mi 25 bid "a^w w mtn ^m, ftmrtmw, m 

*ik iftRT ^P9> ^ *1$ +W"[1 ^ Hfa { J) ^1 Wf 

3ffaft^*T 9ft PPM ^ *mlP<lH li^ft ^ pfift, Ulfa^fl ft r JWtfl s— 

4K<I1 


1PT Tt 

9nfmr vr tiu 

Tflflppi WBftW/JflRwfl 

iii"" 

<z) . ' 

(3) 

i. 

40^*1, #HT 411^*1, #if lf=9* all <HF*1°M 

HW 

2. 

#i 4ii^n i# jriln ^iji-in 

^rtfenf^nwR 

3. 

n$m, bfik afa *fai bijw + ; ^{h J ^pt 

sill iftai ^jHt ^ Ttar 9vi 3H^w alk srp? £apftw) 

’HW «ny m 


9W5 ^pir $fti Tftflr ^p9» 411^44 afafoi^T apgw^ aWk 
anftiffl +l4w9 

<w^?wE 91 mn 

5 . 

^ftpr (f-rnt 1 *) A aiig^fl 4ff*9 (fnm) nf ijbh 

anyir tfkn ^p9f (faqH*) ipswitf t W5Bir^99r J fapRr'>jm *rfw f 
Tftm TJPtr afa ar^r, tftqr afti TJf4f wFVJfJl flpflfti tNl 

^bi wpa 

fv 

(PfllMt) ^ 3pftp 4pfi-H*t +|flts19 

irfprt 91 W13 

7r 

™ sn^n miPiftjiHn, l ^‘ 3i^ ^ wr t *H39f cfiT, art 'ft. 


L 

w« siHpni ^BlTHftfllM ^ 4HllH iNhW 4ihlfieia 

psi 

9 

^64 ifw 9i^n ^f^iifn, te flA-vm, apt ^ 

^1ftf5fl-l 10066 

+fln(i4im 

U 

^lft9 B?iT BT^T¥ 9inPlftflW9, ^ WlH 'HlJhW BihllWf 

^ttrf?pi 9»r utiH 

11. 

Tftm 3jw ate i'lfl’M witP •mTi^iRHi, ^t H ^fc h Tra9i'a£T h 

3vi 4 1 ft 110002 

MBfPlftBI* 

12. 

it artiln dnfh^i 

wW?! a*ni 

13- 

^Hl BfflW flMi aik JBR 1 ! 

^mic^r, ^ec-29 , ^flww-^ioo* 

*BlPl^B9 

14 

<lMi ^w>,-aFmFT gftTwnr mk.^ it arit9 

snfowvnfew 

n^nl9i30Fi 

li 

iftm ^pir Ph^i^j 'mu Tjnr irt, Btefi wnsj 

bflftlWTlrfj qn\*q lft F ^rWfrft-]IKEI 


!(l 

4n«vfli mlT-iftwv ^ ariHr rfuft-iffl 4 ii4ma 

^PlfeNf 9iT ^9pf 
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iPAin n—S*r. 3(ji)i 


Jlii up* 'rdw *ft. 3tR 

at 'it ftrat- 110M2 

^fi anflnw *w1d4 

^ ?ffr h ftrmr *rr, cfa Tir ufo, 

^£’400012 

tTFift%Rt J ^irERTT3^r h ^ffifl Wk'i , tficrt , teiti 
F! 3, ’5^5-400001 

^ rfn auto sotan 'twk^ 

^ Trtrtr rt5r, 

*4<« ftwft-l I002L 

**t ^ T*£? r ^L iflH, T^fr*r h if ftwft-110002 

jjjro afa 'd«q ^ au-wx, 

ft#FT, 71*5 ^r, ^ 11 oooft 

#^1 afa ^J3T ^THTfa fts^HSTO.. 351, 

T*+*m w, wilfe.^ft5tf-iE0M* 

ftrffc TFf tt*. nsr ail* *ft*ir ^[i r 4*n hth 

Ti^fs to, no d+wra 10002 

wfrr-ii? W.TIIma # sr*ft snitom oinrfdo 
sdh <tJ-fl[t) ^jpw, <hioi*h ate 

l *f «€ 4. 

ri«M«l Ifef HITS TJHl^nRr $£, 

^|mft-|lOO]2 

voi« ihI'ITikd ^ sufta anfrm JH<i ( do 

ate »-a)d T&K, ^jw> ^stanr HefT-i^umi, ■>s|^ J PftF 
afi ^ to, *te flu Bif, iftn mftz,^ ftwft-nooo] 

is r ftariq tftar ate tf*i ^ artta ■HftRn 7 rr h 

2, art ^ ^ %sft 

19* RinhOu ate ti*r w;. arfl^i aiffe^rm, 

^ 4nftr wfriraaanf 

wrtr Wtf anpa, ^{t'r vim* wf qi TfH^ 
tqi'r* 4-?iwl ^ anh 3rtfm 

r-iw, >§ik«Hi h jfliitifli 

riq^» . TUSH!, J «nT^1fll 3I#1 TFrtm 

2- ^ ^f TffHPl ^1 Ttl^H ^ 3Tf9 "SFft I 


(3) 

wifi&T?; 

iwh 

TTS#I^Hr 

h^(Th<#i* 

’wirH^vi* 

^ I lK T-qf >R Y9R 

sn^ 

411^+1 

ST^if 

AilJtfltf W atihi 

Wlfxt 

Fh^^m 

ftmJ^mT ^T TWH 
^tlp1<ill^, 

IM fgwftq uRiftFH 

'4>wffrH|7 ^1 TI9H 
5n^sr 

WF1 

fioy* 

itl iJ^H 


I 


S^Pir 7TTT, 3TO 
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CENTRAL BOARD OF EXCISE AND CUSTOMS 
Hew Delhi da: 23rd July. 2007 

SjQl BlU—in exercise of ibe powers conferred by Section 25 of the C&areffes nd other Tobacco Product* 

(Probititjon of Advtrtisemtnj ind Regulation of Tract &od Coauunrce* ftidictioa» Si^&y and DndrfciMn^Act 2003 (34 
nf 20Q iy, Ihe Central Govarmait in DepurtmenC of Revenue, Minidry nf Fnfitct, Bwio(EldK Cns&qi 

hereby MSborms toe fol to wing officers as indicated nieolinut (3) offbetahte given below tWrtdaUberad^ieteitfto set 
for Implementing; (be poviskms under Section 4 of the said Act. namely: 

TABLE 


S.No. 

NmaeoUheOfike 

Adhoiind 

penonstaffiem 

Cl] 

(2) 

33 

1. 

□nrfQfflmiBtonef of CiiiluOin CumniEsiaixrcif CtEtorns and 

CMUmissioner (Appeals) 

□lid 7 Commissioner 

2 

Subordinate offices under tbe Commissioner r>f -T nFUntire 

Head of offices 

3. 

Ctlief CommmiaiKr of Central Excise snd Qidomi, OmUfliKkner 
of Centra] Excise and CHStOfflS and Commissioner of Snvicc Tax and 
CoflimiasknieT ( Aj^kiI) 

ChtfCmanua™ 

4 

Subordinate Offices under Comm iis inner of Central Excite and CuilOms 
and Cummissioiier SmriccTax 

HeadcfoSica 

5. 

The Chief COfAmissioiH of CuEtuui5 (Preventive) and Conini$smKf of 

C us lotus (Preventive) where Chief Qmuniitiow ofClistMli (PitYtuiw) 
is not avail able io dui oases Chief CwnmissiGAtT of ftuaimw of 
. Commissioner ofCusloaiS and Excise as tbe case may be will be the 
authorized persem 

diefCmmuESicaier 

6 

SutaidiMte offices under the Cowiissfcrtwr of CuSteras (Preventive) 

Head of offices 

7. 

Directorate OetKni Of Re I'tOue Infrlligemir h L D’ Bkxt, IP. Bhawsa 

Director General 


7UiFlnr, IP. Estafc, New Delhi. 


it 

Sdmdiutt offices under (£e Obetunie (jchibI of Kevenne ImEltigenco. 
NewDefth-110003 

Head of offices 

9 

DiKCtlinle Graemi nf Central Euise lhftJlipncie r WadBlnch-Vnr r 

RJC. Puram, New Delhi-1 IQQG&. 

DitcOrGOntl 

10 

Subordinate offices under the Directorate Genoal cfOrtnl Excite 

IxMigarc 

Head of officer 

11. 

I^ttCHnle General of frEpectkm, Customs and Central Ercist, 

L D‘ Block, 5th Floor, LP. Shaven, IP. Estate, New Delhi ■ 110002, 

DirEArGcmil 

12 

Subordinate Offices usds tbe Directorate. General of Inspection 

tiadofodua 

12 

Dirrctor.OeiKttJ of National Academy uf Customs, Excise and 

Narcotics iJMCEH) NACEN CamdEx r SccH:-29, Fsidabad -121 Q0& 

Director General 

!4. 

Subordinate offices usds tlk;Director Goml, National Academy of 

Custums, Excise and Narcotics 

Head of offices 

n 

15. 

Dsector General ofVjplanteCuflCms sod Central Excise, let A 2nd Floor, 
add Samiat, Kanri^a Mar^ Chanakyspuri, New EteM-110021 

Director Gcnmal 
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[P«n n—Sec &il)l 



Subc+diriate offices muter the Directed" General of Vigilance 

DineJtor General of A odl t GustOUr; Central Excise, C.& Building, IP. Estate, 

N^pritu-iimtH. 

Snhc^tJLriailc offices under tilt DirtctoF General of Aud i| 

Etfwdtorate General of Service Tax* 9tii Floor, PiramaJ Chamber, 

Jill Btuj Lake Cob&ity, Parel, MumbaDdtXlO t2 

Dtre^LU General of Valuation* New Customs House, Annexe Building, 

7fhf^oor, Ballard EiUJe, Mumbai-40000]. 

SubctiditUte offices under the Director General of Valuation 

Dinsjncr General of ExportftomqciciD* Hotel JsnpHtb (I st Floor)* 

Newpcfiii 'MOOUl 

DiredEor General of Systems and Data Management, 4th & 5th Floor. 

Hotel Kararst, ChatLlkyi ftni, New Delhi-11002 L. 

Subordinate offices under ibe Director General of Systems 

Diradtorstc of Publicity and Pnbiic Rdaiion Customs and Central Excise 
IP fatale, CJL Building, New Delhi -110002 

Dinedtoiate of Organization and Personnel Management, Customs and 
Cenrtifc] Excise* 412-A/S Deep Shikba Building, Rajentfru Place, 

New Jltlfai-110008. 

Dinxforate of Logistics, Customs and Central Excise 4th Floor, 

Lok f^jyak Bhavan, KfUnMaricet, New Delhi -110003. 

Dire^urate of Legal Affairs, Central Board of Excise and Customs, 

4th F^ior, RajendraBhawan, 210* Deradayal Upadhyay, New EteDiL -1 LOOM 

Subordinate Offices udder Directorate of Logistics 

Dtrecjorute of Housing and Welfare, Customs Bird Central Excise* 

D B^ock, LP. Estate, New Delhi, 

Craw d Revenue Centro! Laboratory (CRCL}, Hill Side Bo*]* 

PUsa fampus Road* New Delhi- \ 10012. 

Subordinate Offices under Central Revenues Cunbui Laboratory 

Uirea onto General of Safeguards Customs and Central Excise, 

Btei\ if Singh SsJiitya Sadat. Bhai Vir Singh Marge Go le Market, 

NewJ Uhi-lin00l. 

Chief Departmental Representative Customs, Fv^ise and Servia: 

T*X A ppdlflto Tribunal (CE5TAT), West Bloch No_2, RR PUram, 

Newltehij, 

Subo^iute branches Under Chief Departmental Representative Customs, 
Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal- 

Narccfics Guram tss inner, Central Bureau of Narcotics* Gwalior. 

Subo*lioate Offices under Central B lifts j of Narcotics 
Chief Controller of Fad odes* Gwalior* 

SuhMlinate Offices under thief Controller of Factories. Gwalior. 


Head of offices 
Director General 


Head of offices 

Daector General 


Daector General 


Head of offices 
Diirttor Genoa] 


Director GenetaJ 


Head of offices 
ConuniBsionB" 


Commissi oner 


Commissioner 


Ctxronisa toner 


i lead of offices 
Commissioner 


Director 


Head of offices 
Director Gsofinal 


Chief Departmental 
Representative 

Head of offices 

Cnmmissioiier 

Head of officer 
Chif Centra Her 

Head of offices 


2. Thi$ notification shall coow into forte with effect from [he date of its publication in the Official Gazette. 

■F. Nu. C-3UQI3H 75f300S-Ad. [V(A)| 
ANGNA RAM, UnderSecy. 
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wiihm 

tltil #TOT) 

22^1,2007 

20**.—CT?tfov^T*tgnTflft4>tf 

^ ^F*0 .flftlPm, 194* UMS ^ 41 j ^ W*E 3 *ft 

wrr (v) ^ at^tm m* 

^ tot isfmmir ^ flmftiteff *^pKnff ^ ^ 

30 ftnm, 2007 WTf^winwapfim^n^RflRi 

M 7 ^ anfa ^ flmmrtr ’row™ 

Trft ^ fttm *$i$m «JWt(l itf TjT’t 
wt^rWfi 

I- ^ 4t ’TO. TWff r tflJUUi 

2 ift it. ^. nw-n 
3, !ft yJsrMflH, 4HHI4 
4 id ^l^inH ^Z^f h BJBW 
i # it. sm uRm-Wj wit 

1 iff «4U ^RRj UIMfh 

7 . # Wh ictij mm 
* SlfTO, 440H4 flTOT 
ft fafarc wit 

i<t 

u. tfl ift wi^ h -3^ MftiPrti 
li iff ffir yur, Teq jWl ft ft* 

t™t-433Crtl/3«W] 
ifta^TlRTj am flfftv (*^iMf) 
MIMSTHY OF EXTERNA!. AFF AJttS 
fC P. V.flHrtc*) 

New Mhi, the 22nA Juae, 3007 
S*0* 2M&.—lb pvnuanct of ibc due (a) of ti*e 
Secttoa 2 rf*t D^Qfiutic ud CohiId Officerc {paths 
tod feta) Art, ] 943 (41 rtf 1943). the Centnl ftw mma* 
hereby utbaris the fbHowuc patou ki the Copulate 
General of India, Dubai b pofvm the duties of Attimi 
Consular Officer* to issue only Emergency ffaii tirim* 
lb* amnesty period declared by UAE Gownwit 
taidinf^Wi September. 20(17 with imnediile effect 

1. Hi. T. P. Sr Rawtt h Assistant 

2 Mr. P.K.Sa&ar-IL Assistant 

1 Ml N. Mt*hop*dbyi>. Auutnot 
4 Mr. T fthrth Ct amjluL. Assistant 
5. Mr P r R. ^jnnrim Assistant 
& Mi. KafcevKunarAnutuiI 
1. Mr. VipinNarulxPA 

a. Mr.v,sak»ii,FA 


ft ffr. ff. AriiBirjfcriahran, PA 
Id Mr. R*)eocfcrPa] Sin^h, PA 
II. Ml C D.Pmdey, UDC 
12 I*. Sirfiir Kumar, UDC 

I No T^ 433 t»l/ 2 D 06 J 
FRTTAM LAL, Under Secy. {CbnsuVl 

M M l MV 
dtf) 

Tffts#. ]B^El | h 2007 

^w.ar Bt4, Jflifi?™ c^^.Tnqnrfppr, 

I97fi THt4ft4 ^ftTClP4n> # ftTO ID at 

TfPnFT (2) <4) ^ atjmni 4 h * imu 

^ ftpifafarcr 4ft, rof sra. ^ aflnf 

T1 <w4wtT M m'fl.Tt ItHl 
t, M Mill t i- 

1. +HI«1 iftn JWTfhTT h 

2. mw (iPw Vi Kina, tnM 

\ ww ^#iw »‘ 4 lfVai wfaiF, wdtv 

■ 4- 4IRT WH l#Rl VrtfcB, tpn^rjt 
i mwfti T tew ^Fiut, *wk« (pwr), uranat 
& wnr Wwi Wftftt-i Trtfcpi, time 
7. Bffiqen TEI t#IV-E vnfm, PK»+3» 

3 «n*w 4eCT flwNi ■^"'Jiriq^ qHttii, tnid 
9 «TK*w H*h ftwtfl PHH aiwtafl, VllHlill 
Ift ti l HVi T teH 

II. vim 4*?r Hriiti ^|i|4t hUfWij 

li ufn*iimftpnfl^4^3taTf4tfttiT vspifeVj 
vnwA 

]J. ™wt 4in ni'MNM^ jsWUVh wwkiq, 

14 ?njntw IViiTT ^‘bk fdlOmt turt™, 
Urrmiff 

15s TSW HllhAtl 44flttf«l h tWM* 

ifi ^6H fqlWtu ’nstti‘1, qqq^«D 

17 , tott fitPMHi nftPRift vmfefv, 

11 ite ^iwt ftfesn *tfVr+(3 ti^Tm, vhiwA 

19, 4ftt) tjffl j^Hild 444fM4, 4 

20- "W5T talfcftll wts^q, ^Tjt 

21, *repq*^*fl WlftiWI 4»JflT*« h 

22. iftsr fuhvBtr ^414 vnfnv^ vnrtA i 


31 &1 G1/2007—2 
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[Purr il—SbL. 3{Li)J 


'Wf H5t1 3rfb4>rft HH 4 4s1 t f, 4’-l|c| 

5T T^i^i-rtih adVr+f) <wsrftiq, 

S tten SlfR^fRt Vtasl 

Wit 

4n "fr^t aiPwufi ■wfllwfl, ftWvHiH^^rft ^ 
rft^rOrfrF) sw^bt 
w ftfro *H4 Wj f wmr w 

rfrar (#¥b rmai 

[Efimt-20Q7/a **- 1 / 12 / 3 ] 

7*ni TPfi, ^ J fw (tismiqi) 

MINISTRY OF RAIUHAlYS 


NawDefff, ft* 3Ml JaJ> F 2007 
f S.oj 206*.—Mints try of Railways (Railway 
?ursuaaKofSdbRuk(2)ud(4>DfRiile 10 of 
T inpup. Biilw 1976 (u$p fair the official pur- 
^ Union) haieby, notify (be fohowtnn Offices i>f 
Tvnign b Northern KMlwty, wheat BO 1 * w ram: 
Upkrftcs have gctfundtiE ntxkii^tanwlH^ 
nf Hwitti --]- 

1. Office of tie Asteual DiYrhOiil*l Engineer, 

2. JCtffiee of the Asutvl Divisional Engineer, 


of tk AaistHnL Divisional Engineer, 


15. Office of the Senior Divisional Medical. 
Officer, Luc know 

16 Office of The Divisional Medical Officer, 
Raehareli 

17. Office of the Divisional Medical Officer. 
Pratflpgarh 

1ft Offit* of [he Senior Divisional Medical 

Officer, Varanasi 

IV. Office of the Senior Diviaiunni Med ical Officer. 

Faizabnd 

2CL Office of the Assistant Divisional Medical 
■ Officer, JHnnpur 

21- Office of i he Asiiyant Divisional Medical 
Officer, SultHinpur 

71 Office of [he Divisional Medical Officer. 

Bnrabaiiii 

23. Office of Ihe Assistant Divisional Medical 
Officer, Unnao 

24. Office of the Divisional Medical Officer, Loco, 1 ' 
Charfcflg 

23 Office of the Senior Divisional Medical Officer. 
DieseLshed, Alamhagh 

26. Office of die Coaching Depot Officer. SieMinc 
Carriage &- Wagon, (Mechanical) 1 Jiclrnow 

27. Office of the As si slant Divisional Mechanical/ 
Engineer Carriage & Wagon, (Loco) Lucknow. 

's | No. Hindi-2QQ7/O.L.l/l SCSI 
KWSl IN A SliAKMA, Jt. Dtrecrci (OL.> 


4 

5, 

& 

7- 

ft 

9L 

ICL 

IL 

12 

13. 

14 


Of the AffiflU DfritiHlI Engineer, 


: of the Assistant DivtskmaJ Engineer, 

qonhi^mdQHw 

- of the AS&JtU Dmsniiil Engineer-1, 
Ow 

- ol the Aliidi4.Lliriind E^hm-D, 


of the Asikld Divilioal Electrical 


Electrical 


Office of the Autabtit Di visit**! 

h Vmosl 
Office of (be *■■«§"* Diviuonal 
,Raetwell 

Office of the Asidml DivisimJ 

rdecDtn Enelnw^Radbueli 
Office of the Anbtuit EHvteioiini 

rtietcml Engager, Var wrurri 

Office of die Assistant Divisional 

rdetom Fji pnr n, Jnmpia 
!>ffice of the Assistant Divisional 
Feteccn Engneer.Suftaipttr 


Electrical 


Signal and 
Signil and 


Signal and 


Signal and 


TtflT UffHUI ifmnn 

^ kmi, 25 2007 

W r W. 1067.— 

fwtfwra * irganr 3 arih wifa* (wr). 

r+HHWrll, 19*3 ^ " JfftlUfflU ririFffii 

1952 (1952 37) 4*t ^Rf 5 ^3* W (1) 

^ wife ^ ftm "ar ewd ^ret, tal rft ^1, 

Bat*! TIRTR4 ^ ^11414 tKHC4K ^ 
^^^4^5 71^^,^1^-2^^37-1-160^19 
’jil'ihi, 3iw ^ l 

\mi ti. S09/I/200T (ri5)] 

Tfntm fiStf, ft^rTrr (Pnw) 

MINISTRY fJIF INFORMATION AND 
BiROADCASIlNG 

New Lklhi, Lhe 23lh June, 2007 
&(L 2067,—In continuation t?f this Ministry's No¬ 
li fie a [km uf e^eii number dated 31st Muy h 2007 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred fiy sub-Rccrion 11) of 
Section 5 t>fthe Cinemawgraph Acu [952 (37 uf 1952) read 


I 















the gazette ofinwajuly za, zoogsravana 6, ira 


(PAJTf rt— Ret. 3fii)J 


' New Etelhl, 12th July, 2007 

&jOl ‘III tinHuuiliQiL qf this Ministry’ e 

Notiftcalkau jf even mnnbo: dated 29^2007 ekJ in eirsr- 
ci«cflhtp( wot arafemid by yctb-*«ai(Hi(J)qf Section 
5 of EhcCifl^HtognipiiAcX 19S2 (37 of I 952) real with 

nhtTndl nf I*W- rilimitnj HjJi flViit irjUi nn) Rules, 

L983 tk C mini Qov?miltiil is pieased tq appoint 
Shri fttfmkfl tu N. Rjjtndrmn, A-JM, Potoo Towm. 3B. 
Pwtheoo Rcfcd, Pint Une, Egmcart, CtemM-t)00QG8 as i 
mraterfflttkmii Advotay EkiiofllKCtAnl knd 
of Film CcrnTbcuUm with immediate effect for A period of 
Ewe years brim til frather orders whkkro k earlier. 

EF.HLHKnOJT^COl 
iAMOEETA 5C4CHI, Dkctw (Film si 

ii ftp#, 25 ariter, zoo? 

W r ar: 2fT>2 ,— 

(■mVi Wfoi) INpu^#, ]965#ftro l2#-aq-fqzFT 

(2) BRT UCT nfeflf ^ TO faft^TT 

^ t fa tfn* ^ vaeft, wf*iQ jfowft, hrk 
ftwft, qq 1W4fl fltun 'it 

^ ^ ijsfh ^ jfrni in ^ 

*m=i ^Wj^i # ‘ir # jtUft i Riir * 

TUl^WTt # ^q ^ qtrf l$4l 

flflr 3fi^rr ^) 
[ti ftfiw M&HHG-qnrfdo 
7ft ipr. 

QKDCK 

iNcwEcUiL, the 2Jth April 2007 
S.O- 2172,—In CACTdfic of the pnwffiOJiilcnHl by 
Eub-rvk (21 Of Rule 12 of the Central Civil Services 
(ClateificalH m, Control and Appeal] Rule*, 1965, line 
Resident hereby Specifics that Ski B, S. Latli, Chief 
Eneqitive Officer, Frusar Blunti ,New T hlhi, dull rct u 
kd-btK Ducnlmary Authority in respect of Group J B h 
CHficeil Of OtOtuICbnlral Service fa PrtJ m ihci ja - imliiqin n 
Of Dimeter General, Dootdarsban, tm the pn?t of Data or 
Gnml Daojidinhu is filled up do regular buds. 

(By Order and in the Name of the President) 
[Nd-Misc, 1^1272006-V)g.] 
a 5. NAMBOOTFORY, UmkrSecy 

j 

. 1*1 , !gPIT^ J 2007 

p07&,—Ti^qftf qiiflqfaftni qfersi , (o^Sam, 
frt^nw'aitn) Prom#, ivfisqtBnq 
(2),1*pn 24 ^3q-1^!FT O) ftPftr 29 ^ 3q-ftqn 
(vi> 3KrJ qn p?iW ^ fqftftsr 


f Af tfl #. qm ?iT5ft tjw M+wd aiflnpifl, ibe 
ft?# r ^ PHflfiiH ^5# # fl'nri m 
wik a*# 3i^rif ^ 

# # sRpfff #sqhr -fa # wff ‘a* 

# -flqtr ■BTfeqnt aaqTPJp c tt' 

^ipf -^rtl 

<ti^i # sn&i afti ) 

[Til^rj lrlMffl>6-TH^CI 
7PT, (iFw 

OW1ER 

HewDdhltbe L9lh Ally, HH7 
S.O- MPJ,—In Merrise of the powers confetred by 
Ulb^nik (’2) of Rule 1 1 sub-ruLet I) of rule 24 anrt sub-rule 
(ve) of rule 29 of the OenlraJ Civil Services fCiafisificaiipn h 
Cootie I ud Appeal.) Rules, 1965, the President hereby 
specifies thMStaiB. S. Lull i,Oiief Executive Off™, Prasar 
Bhmti, New Delhi, sfiaJ] ad as Disciplirury Abthoricy in 
nespect of Group H B’ officers of Genenl Central Service 
Arid Revising Authority in respect of Group 4 C h & 'D h 

olficos under the juristlkdiiuii cf Director General, All liidu 
Radio till a regular incumbent joins or unti1 further raiders, 
whichever is earlier. 

(By Order and in the NaiM of Ibe President) 
|No. Misc I/I2ran>y Vij^l 
A. D. ROY, Under Secy. 

1PR fllHI-H Mtldfl 

^ fq?#, 13 ^gll|, 2007 

wcaff. 2074,—(Tft # TMlihl 
fTTt L97fi # farm 10 ^ 

(A) ^ 31jfrrw^ -=VR l^qm 'hwi # TRiiff, 

jin fr^lr, aurjRfl ^7RTWILIT 

*i-rstT^TFi r 'f¥pS so qflifla# sifhqf 

?h wx m f^mr #, sifting fri 

E#i LiO2fl^2006-7i mj 
*t-SHn fll’Upft, 

MMSTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 

NewDeUu.tbc L Sdi July, 2000 
S.0.2074.—In ptarsuance of sub rule (4) ef rule 3 0 
of the official langUAge (use of official purpose of die union) 
Rules, 1970 the Central Government hmby notified the 
following offices of the Indian Airlines Limited, Agad 
Station And Kanpur Station Air India Limited, tfc public 
sector undolalcingof Ministry of Civil A viatipn-Whereof 
more thu ftQ% staff have acquited the working truwkdge 
of Hindi. 

[No E 1 IflSfiWaXft-Hijsij] 
C B NARNAJUUDkMff 







3<n>j 
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fliw sAt URV< 444VT 4linq 

(OTmfelltaFr VHrwfaur) 

M $ ^5u£ 2007 

207S.-ii^4i im» Cmniwi6) A*mno Att-w f2)pa ae ^ rnfamT 

^snife’ptf Trt aifaforr A 

air «'k|ih ^FT?fr fllfe. :- 

TT#T TWt wiw liraF ^nltRHf14 ( ^ #pj ^ T^g flftftqifj IMS ClMSTl 16) 

A *33^ ^ to-i if wi 49 3 pt* ilfcpr 3 fttrfwferi feg ^ to 

PlRfefefT jfWauf ^flpfr 1- 

5tv An WAro srcA ’ten *Av> *wftr 

“nnar a*nr ’fen «Jfl i 


fi> ifefeiP™ 


(Tfc 6 -10-2006 A asm s&t to Wr A nf A) 

Adb 

(ii) 

TPlAjH C 3felMr#fl) 

C*A ] 0-10-2006 A Jffldl Jff$ TO TTCH A tf) 

AlA* 

Chi) TOindfofl&j 

(Aullfcfl IT^ i 

(A; U-10-2OO6 A 


(iv) Aw^feftRipT ^I?ff4) 


7-10-2006 A fliHI ^H^TOTTO^ A^A) 

^n4i 

Cv) AlDTcC^fH 

1^5614,41 C -?n*fL) 

1O-IO-2O06 A arammi A rtf A) 

SH F 

Cvi) 

(4tL) 

■ (^ 10-10-2006 Aamr^fATOwr A*tf A) 

fvii) 4N)ll^|| 

vpftr 


^KtiEFr ( 

Ofc 14-10-2006 A-iiiffl iu^TOHTOAA A) 


Cviji > ^oqioPnr tb ftifetp 

uMiDiyy On^iHw ^ ffrfawi) 

(A? 12-IO-20M A snrar^n^TOflTO A*tftf) 



pteir#-12017rt(V2002-'IM^fr fAf)] 


A A T&- 


MESETRY OP HEALTH AHk FAMILY WELFARE 

(Expert— m 3 o 4 B«IA*b 1 Fan^ Wdfei*) 

New Delhi, tbe 5lh July, 2007 

SXJ. 207J,—InMetciieerf Ibepowersamfiaredby Eiib-sedioci(2)ofSectem 10uf theDentilsAd, I94A(16 
trf 194S) r the Central GovnnMnrat after ccnsiiilalicH] with DentaJ CoLirtdl Dfbdi^bndiyiiukisAfMlDwIi^Mieabcils 
in Put*[ of tile Schttkile to (he bbd Act nundy :— 

1. Id die esiatina Mttite of column 2 A 3 against Serial Me. 49 r in paiH erf life Selmriulr hi tT^ TVmim IMS 

(16 of IMS) pertaining to, Rajiv Gandhi UoivtrciEy ofHeatti Sciences (RGDOHS), Bangalore, tte ffi I k>w tail ejvcriei ifl 
reaped of following dental collect shill be inserted thereunder i— 
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[Part !I — Sul. 3(ii)] 


XV. Pacutii htemorta] K.Y. Dental Colcgr, Ban)gxk>R 

MuEld of Denial Surgery 


ft 

TYnstUodcibtics 

(Wtie4 ^inted on pr after Ofi-10-2D0fi) 

MD3 ;EVusiitiiil 
RGUG1 IS, 1 Smig^lnrie. 


Oral Jinrgeiy 

fWhe* panted on or after H>lfr200fi) 

MDS (Oral Surgery) 
ROUGHS, Uaugalore. 

tin) 

Cws^vative Denfistiy 

fWhe+ ipanted on or after 13-10-2000) 

MDS tCnn. Dentistry-) 
RCUOI IS, Rangalorc. 

(iv) 

Oral Mlodirine &. EUdiology 
{Wbeji granted on or after 07-10-2006) 

MDS: Oral Medicine) 
RGUORS, P^ngaVine. 

fv> 

OnhoUoilLioa 

(TVhe^i granted Ltn or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS lOrthnl. 
KGUKDHS.BMfigilnrie. 

(Vi) 

Fedu^nnlLcs 

(Whe^i granted un Or after 10-10-2006) 

MD5 tPedo j 
ROUGHS .Bajigaicie. 


(yit} Perjofonitcs 

(Whe^i granted on or alter 34-IO-2DQ6) 


MDS fPciiodncitic^j 
KtiUOIIS. 


Cofftftiunrty Dentisfry 

(Whefi granted ou or after 12-10- 2006> 


MDS fOuntm. Dentistry) 
ROUGHS. Bangalore. 


I No. v ■ 120 i7ffirm&-iws (Iie> 


K;V.S. RAO, Dy. Secy. 


T t ftWft, 12 2007 

2076 r -^3?l*l ^ *TTC?fril -STigf^ITH 1950 0950 ! 07) RRT1 ( L > 

^gn* (it) wvum 

^ faJll 3*11 71F4 fafanflU H^U, R=u*, W ^id^i, fjfa'UMi *r| ^.^itt 

tTV Vt rii/l*u ^ CH-mV-I T^» ^ ^ ftrqr IPfl 1 

313;, iSn, 4<tri -JlfaPpFT ^RT 2 (Pl-RTCl (L ) ^ 3^9 T!f =fl^R 11 l if. ^ W^V, Hjrl^nr HRiT^T3iH ^ 

«<*i»i1i wif^ ■hVim'j 'ri [^ihi 9 ]*>60 srfvtjjFiT TTSfiT W.flt. us if hHRfff^Tf afa stm* t, amfn. =- 

sia fifing 3 "tjra 3 *1 ^-vfi ft) ^n) ^ srdfa sripfa wwr 3 

^ ™ RT 35R WBCT sftr !lRfWq| Hld-t^tllHH ^ Wpft, STEff^ :- 


,1l L ^ t^H E^ r 

#fca|[, ^ f^iiT w nfirfrn tttr fafartn, 


y^taj !i0iii4 B i 

R4PP| -tffe^iei <t>idni, 


r?t *t. - ] ] o i zw.^outi-pri if c^ftft-i) ] 


ZT. T^. JSJ T. 3HT flftPI 


New Delhi, the ] 2th July. 2007 

i 

SrO< ' 2076- —Wferes the Central Government in pursuance of clause (c)of Sub-SeCtioa { I) of Section 3 of 
[be Indian Medical Cuimcil AcL, 1956 (102 of 1950) 1% conducted the election from the Registered Medical Graduate 
CcnBrituency 4fPiuijab wberefriMiiDr.BjildrvSin.EhhProfefLrtirijf IJriilngy and Transplant Surgery, Head Transplant Unit, 
Dayanaod Medical College. Ltidhiini has been elected to he 4 memhernf the Medical Council of India with effect from [he 
date of issue o|f this no cif cation. 






J>n n-are 3<H>] 


w t raqa : 2&, 2M7/flra»r 6,1929 
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Now, therefore, in puCSuiux uf the pmvhian of Sub-acction {1) of Scdnn 3 of the sail) Act, the Central 
Government hereby nukes the following further amcciimHit in the Notification of the Oovemnwflt of India id [he then 
Minify of Health number S.D. i 33, dated the 9th Jaunary, 19SO, namely r— 

Tn the said ratification, undo the heading, ISccted nnderdause {c> of Svb-Ktnn tlftrf Section J', for the serial 
No. 3 and the edtrira relating thereto the following serial number ajkJ eatHe-S shall he substituted, namely:— 

"3.Er. Sakfcv Singh, 

Professor of Urology and Transplant Surgery. 

Head Transplant Unit, 

Dftyanand Medical College, 

Ludhiana” 


[No. V- ] mi 3/7/20fl^ME (Phi icy. 1)] 
T. J, S, CHAWLA, Uader Secy, 

16 2007 

2077,- 19^ {19S6 ?*1 192) ^ J Off) ^ ^ 

^ 41 aft irt 21-4-2003 'wafNr 

hf Tff ^ uPm *r®r wt 

HHiSfl # 1^41 aft td Tfl iqmfh an^S^n Tftw^jffarHwi, 195 * ^ qmsti) 

{T> 4^qpi| l2-10-20M,2*-03-200Sfl»n I3-tK[-200(i Hi 3n 

^ MHIMIt ^ ^ aiyiftflfl ^ ^ TWtr jj|fwwfeffw Tfff ^tl wftfj m sit, TPft 

+P*lt w ^ MP.ifl9 any|5^H u i m#i 

4Hr h 3W r , 3ia SfaPpm w 7 (3) ai^HT^^SL 3it =jpft 4^ JW dtfM^l+ll ^ ^rft 

?H^vt jftror TRtrc wr yftfafaw ffrciffa 

-1101372/2007-1*11 i (itlrr-l)l 
€t. T*tt am 


New Delhi, the 16th July, 2007 

S.O. 20?7.—Whereas in pmuanoe of the provision of Sub-section f 1 Ka) of Section 3 of the Indian MecPcaJ 
Act, 1956 (1(E of 195() Ik. O-N- Nagj was hOfflirtaud IS a member of the Medical Council of Tndi* in cODSUltlUOd with the 
Sw* Ocrecmnad ftf Haryana with effect hura 1 1 -04-2063, 

Wtanee* the Medical Council Of Iddil hai informed Hat Dr. OJN. Nagi who is representing Government uf 
EliynamtlpStdiHl^lMoflMCAfl, 1956 had not participated in time onHBecntivfe He peril Body Mrriinp nfHir. 
CcarncD held a L2-10-20D4, 2ft-C0-20(B and J S-C2-2006 wilhoui any vobal/wiiflui commranicalioo regarding his 
■hWK.lbCKfOKvDr, OH, Magi has ceased 60 he a member of Mcd-itli Coura cil of India if ynsmiing Cioveninieilt of 
Huym. 


Now, therefore, in pursuance of the pro vision of Sub-section (3> of Section 7 of the said Act, Dr. OJN. Nagi shall 
be duedm Invaonwlbki mem her of Ike Medical Council of India representing Govern mit of Haryana with effect 
from the date of issifc trf din D rtlfhjii on: 


[No. V-1 mi3/3raOOTME<Ptti^-B) 
T. J S. CHAWLA, Under Secy, 


^r.an, 2076.-^1 wm ^ 'rfff dtigpMn 'iPt'i^ajftrf^ir, mje (19J6 w it) 2 ) nff ***r 3 ^t^-qFin) 
$ w® (n) 494*t ^ ^ ^4*1 49ST ^ 'Ml^n Mkroi Ttsar f-tolm ^ 4<*tiqr i ^ar ^ 151 

adl^MR^ 623/1 -"^p, bwm« it®, ^KFj ^ Tn ww^I#-fep*TiHiltif 

t ( r+#4d wt I 
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-anii, ™ ura 3 tt- nut ( i j ^ iwr ^ 3. ^ ttwt T^f^jnr 'fM tiwh ^ 

rtt^ictl'i Wmem ^ 4 i%o^l aifa^n wit 44.an, -m *f fn h Pm fan afr ^ i Ni fr, ai*rt^ :-r- 

^ JifinyHi ^‘'Am 3 rtOT-imr (lj ^tsgt (u)^ srtit^i ftrffW' tWst # apia 4sn wn 4 *14 

"4:?T. UtfU^HU^f, SflF in ■*, tifrgTT 4W 

62i L-TPP, ^PPfe TT* tE, 

1*t*lT, +H+ICII-70003J " 


[*£ *■ 1 ioi 3^2fl06-n?r^^r-i>j 

. T^L 4WMI, 3141 


New Delhi, the 16di Jgjv, 1007 

&Q l 207JL—Whereas the Central Government id pursuance of clause (c) of Smb-sea iwi (1 ) of Section 3 of flic 
to**™ Medial Coumcil Act, 1956( 102 of 195*) SS COdduChd (lie election from the RgftrHtred Medical GnduMeCoratitiHKy 
of West Buhl whsekm Dr. FttUrlcimuf Sn r 623/1 -F, Diamond Harbor* Rond, Behais, Knllcata has been dccled to be a 
member of tjc Medical Council of Did i* for five years with effect from the date of issue of Lhisi notification. 

Nciiv, therefore, in pwiusact of the provision of Sub-senior fl j of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
GnveremeiJ hereby malts the folio whig further amendment in the Notification of the Government of India in lltt then 
Ministry of ^nith nUdlherS.O.138. dated the 9th January, 1 WO, namely :— 

1(1 Ate said notification, under the heading, ‘Elected under clause fc) of Sub-section (I) of 3«ttort 3', for [he 
serial No. 4 tod the conies relating draeio the following $er La] number and entries shall be substituted, namely t— 

"iEH. Prafcirtransr 5cr, Rhftj, West Bengal 

!-F. Diamond Hstbonr Rost, 
filial a, 

Kdlksti- 700034" 


I No. V-1 LOlld’.COlvME [PuiJgy-T}] 
T. J. S. CHAWLA. Under Secy. 


4^ ftcrfl, IS 3p?utf r 2(K)7 

w,«l mts.-'tkhIh isssf l« 6T1lorn 4ft wrr 34 ft ^r-qrcr£ i X^) ^ ^ 

arjsTO 4 "5. it tft. nwfci, ^rift, urn, 

fqytjTqM eKijFt q^fngve fafrii^aimdjTWr^^EnT^t 3iflq^=n^^n#i^Tt 
i*ii*l|4dH ip; frttf^r farm tfh fr j 

■iiiij, sra, w Afqfrni 4ft am i ^mjkj (j W ^ ^ wm 

3 ^^--WTr (i) c^o ^ sufh fatrffaff” iffWnt^ sMtr55 

,L si 'ft: ^ 

■blflWIiWII fritMuaaf^ 

1 7 t r.nfr.'nr. ■vi'Pin, 

m 

tI. T^ff. ^i=tfli, si^ 






l>tFTn-iE afflj annfflwt,ira <73) 


few Dtiki, Ac IftfaJniy, MW 

&G- B7>d—Whpcw j pwiimtt of the guviaion of Subjection f nib> of Sadkm 3 nf the hwliMi fcfafe.1 
CAddl Act 11*»( 102 Of L956) Di PJL Jliltfeal nfD^wtnm ofMedk^K, MIA MedfcdOlMwJhnrittEmlMraf 
dK fraHy of MrfidiK, BnnfelkbiDd Utiivmsiy h» beca ejected by of BunfclkhultMninity, Jtaw to be a 

member of the Medic*! Council nf India for jfi w yean wift cffactfon the date of hm of fat ■ottficatioa. 

K()(W, thettfmc* in inwittof the lanvigiQn of Sub-Uction (I) pf Sectfcn 3 of tbt bui Act, ih* CwHwl 
&nmnDent hereby makes the fallowing farther u nen dn c m in Hie NrtificJioe of Hit ftng nunt nf ii ftf ^ hi thf Art 
Minis!!} ef Holft number S.O. 1&, dated Ac 9th Imuy, IMI^dhkI}:— 

In Ac sti^iicfificiikH. uidcrdK h«d^ 'Bcc&dnidBf claw <h) (J) of SediH nal 

number 55, flcfallOHfkll Wtrin h*» Tmil u ;_ 

‘35. Df, PJt. hn Bsnde&hnd Udvonty, luw i" 

Hod of Dcpertneot of Mcdkm, 

MJ^BMadiedCodk^ 

fliMm i 


IMfc Vi i0LVl(V2D0^ME(Pt)flcyI)] 
T. J. S CHAWIA, (Index Sccy 


3 ^Tlf, 1HW7 

30 " r ^ * ! ? q ^ Tlfflqffr TrfWt %H TnfrQ ftdR, 197d tfrftyr 10 

ftw t, nffl t:— 

I r *F*TO y^jUTj 

2 4f-4nj Vp, 15T1 

i SrtW SHIFT, (IWS 

4 lftlT t dIBB 

i mn ; enow 

s srtwi jiff, 

7, V'iKIj 

1 Ifl ’IfcrtH Sit, V^HiMl 

10 ’*§^^■1 nHvfl, ItoiK; 

li- *rtw3»Fr-i,4^M^ 

L2 a^TOirapi-[T r fanq 

(^ 'll) 

MnifliYwmmtBwiBns 

NewDdfaih^Fd July. 2007 

2H0.—bjwwawe of Sab-Rule (4)ofnk (Ity tffl* Official Laqgi^faw far offldd pupwa of 0» 
UdkhO Tbt CcmnJ OownuiM henfy notifta Ac ftdfowing oflfces <rf National Wab Dewfapnctt A^Ky. tfe SMt 
WuiT whereof hive acquired uwtiiig knowledge ryT Hhuti- 

I. fauettignna Division, Bangalorc. 


3Ht GI/E4Q7—3 


















2 Tpy gfcriplrifl hhnUiM, Pit**. 

S. ItovHtipttaDfvMDcLKlaicw-, 

4 bnaliplilnCi^c,Vllad, 

i tnvpdplknDiviaH^ViWi 
& In^st^timDfvkiilA* Mflpll. 

T. EjT¥«4jgilroDivi*»aK£>Ihb. 

& HjNbphigjixE DiYEax^KolkAi 

ft Office of %Ciicf EatfoMr (Sj. Hyd«*b«J 
ja hwttfrbaaCHtifeJHyrieated. 

Hr tan>tiplxnDfvtaHrLJfy*nAadr 
12 httntttigtfifA DmbaAr-lt, Hyfenbtd. 

[Ha 

JLAJKUWUU DAVE* Dboctut (OL) 


LO^izOOT 

m th ms U) o) 

*d nTft<inhw^ fl« 

^ taf# jMriT^4t* arft*r«flwft Pt|n ftn m t =- 


ii um 4 


qtanfart m 

TPTipi'nrlFT 


i 

L ll 



2SJCS5 hjii JMmVtn h ufam Vr # wfh^nr+r 

n uh^ui mnri 23312375 

i!H^ : >hieK F ftiifl'w j|iWm 3 f*nn'i F 

4rffe i&tit tn*i(ta ftwro 

Hftll 4H(, irf WtWT W flAsif 
1^ ^ WIT *Pfl 4in*jlJ ^ n 3W 
4< n k irttoVinfr wft«J ^ 

^ 4 Ifflt IT Vrfrlltt ff* I 

ll TPmff H flfow Z3Q9H44 ifr VtffaT 

ml v^m ml 
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IPajh D—Sar. 3Tii)] 


T* 


amaftH 23070(21 


^*sf *(*l 4H5T smafc* 23383327 




23382786 


ll >nrill|ft| 3Rt arorftn 23385362 




mvm 


ffTW {Uljfrl HN^rrt tdflrf 

ifl. ■#. iftff 3 tnRi'f *nfr anf aftr 4a i Pi tit 
afawfttf ift Bftfrffm, uftitea uam, 

3WIT ’HWIWflf *»r 'Fd ^ftr ift. a. 

Fit 3Bt al W TJ'lflH, -nlWH- 

aft af*qr \ ^a. ^ 54 
tCHi A ^ ^fatmailaftiftrar, x 
^ Sl£ ^ 5tH ^ JtfftHI '-ffi^'3^1 

art id-3 nftfflw m 3 aaflrcr wft irrt 
m flwnft sfa H 

^ flnnf tf » fawflnmaf. at. V-a.^. 

a» tfnftwRniwfl ^ ^Whl if [quitt4lf 
V\ turr, T^t me? fljfr 'U^bimT 

•f 3T^fT > ^UWI B(IWr Pffa ^It ipai 

Wi^hj tg ui^ijfrf , 

imft 1 TfF^,, arc ^ ■srti.vi TTT^ 
Hup straw etc umHh afmtTftnfg^r 
TF^sfwjtJki afimi imR, faftrr 

t^Tle tg 3P^*fT aiarartR, 

iiftivi foam efu ilnirt 
fru atr^ 

toahiiKtq ^ ift ^ 

sftnffl Jffli ■=HHU l ft ftfanrf ^ frn? 

W^TT E 

UjftliT rnft HIH^ 

\ TCTL H art ^a. -*t. H 3^ 

H ?ft. art ^ an. ifrt 

far* faflr am hR^Mhi 

3RtW£ ft.Tfr.^.Tff, , 

^ r ii an A^ft^#. 3*i ^Tft.nanian. 
antf., anf, t^, n 3ni riV., 

* MR. Tt Tt?t, ^ tft. \ ^., 

^ ip. ip. ^i(w4ufir■Prjftm tttii^j 
^ ait n ^ft x ^ ait ait art ^ A 
Hi fkRi^ M*\yn ai ^mn 
l KlH(f ^ aw^j anr Tnf ^ iWFnfl 
a’ft wa itrfj anaft^ta 

<lftiR aif^ ^ afliilflH w^ki 

any* 1 

wi*HyaiMi-fl U4HUH, ^-tfl^ ^fir 

^ ?ttRm imd, 7raai^i ^ 

tWHJfl w&\ 1 


?ft U^fl ^41( ^3 

23MG375 


2338237$ 

4ft m am? 

311 aftu a y*w A ) 


Wf W|q ^R17 ^ 

J W8iif(aii A) 


?fi Trtta ^Hii ^ 

(art at) 


4ft TUT 4flJH 
TRafta 

23097044 


[tf. 3 0- L/204M 
~$- ^ an? af%rw 











[ , mn- 




:fw(2& F mntwr* t»2$> 

MWnvtvjuafflcuuiuiE 


4735 


(^IABUSHMEMrSClIDN) 

Ne* Ddhl (to 10* Miy. 2007 

2W^-^ieriiinfStctifM5fawii9fnafdifelcnAcLaitB.«AMa^ rt^« .^iFwi«rii^i B < ^i fl F ^|r > 

ind AmefidnciMa ianaod on At Abtr^d maim. 4 m followingaffimi of Dtprinai Apr initom l Kyfa trh nd F ifo ra 
t»n Mi ba^ty (taffguAed u Central Public lnfoaurnni Offnat and AppcUire Authorities In isped of bre Hriwct 
mntten deallqg wifh their nuns:— 


a. Winaoflht 
No. CP J O 


DcG^gsotion 


Telephone 

1*3, 


Subject Hum 


Nmof 
AppeRiie 
Authcnty wib 
Dfeaipmtnnf 
TeJepbooe No. 


SrUtDopifc u«ier 

Secretao 1 


2 . SsL&inh Under 
DfesGt^rtn iStOctMiy 


23070(21 


SuLAlka 

Aliqu 


Under 

Secnuy 


2J3823B mpARE), MoU/Wori; Pirns wiih omMtk, 

TlU MMlic—l raym ru Hti M / B MI ilife n ftfT 

Hun CGIAR, Pvtiopwfcrt d/DARE ia ti» 
c^hbontnepn^tHmic for the M/aBrtenul 
Afliira* Mfe Comment, Wd Stance & 
T htJin qiogy, IVfl Bcnnornic AlbiB, 

IVo Apiculture A Cooperation, Hoipftaliika, 
other probed] btin of all visitors viiitinj 
mderw«t plan and other programmei/ad^nt 
vivb, FtOCttiing wo Of «H id-hoc vkits of 
foreign lUtiomliAlignftarie* for deamra from 
toink^UpdilkaJ security angle. 

All vigilance iHtten peftainmg.bi DARE, 

Ail anrfc relation to CO Cortre* reaming 
|x«xsntg of MoU/Wdt Pfcm and dq mi a ti m 
of ScfcrimArfficHls, project propo*ala,'visit 
of cocisuJtnjtj n Idd™ tboonler, Plyajeot of 
uuuml COtteri button tc CGADt, Pro testin g of 
Rtce-Wht* CmuortiwT) rratiett, processing of 
li^AIEVUSDA Projects, R >]»tety | projects 
rebutig » AClAR_ 

23383337 AD matters relating to 1C-ID (TnuningDivision) 

Le. looting after (hod'-turn mining ud 
■dniuku of f*rigq student* into grtdutr, 
ptM-pidic nd d«tntl degree cdok b 
A grimtane nd Agrl-tekred difcjplmea in the 
Stale Agra Univ*, ICAR Deemed Udv* nd 
ln*&tute&, Nepal-Aid ftmd,Gennplitti faihuy 
Cuet of fcbowsliip, KhohnhipG ct. far 
advanced research, higher studio* it the Mm 
af foreign Go vernm ent tnd Government 
vptmwnd ^edncs/UNtlnteru^ aparin 
etc, foreign mining, iwndoaitanafsiiitBtrie 

tmdhftl far ffflri^ii impinwiilB | 

of fCAft ml Agricultural U niwji i tj employes 
innstter mihlAinrd by FAG, DoPTetC, far liaurt 
vacancies in or under these digxmzilkm 


StariRgjeev 

DfcectordO, 

233*2375 


SfafiRanAntir, 
Efepvty Secy, 

zxsnou 


KiauarJwt, 
Director (1C\ 
23383375 


KumrJnn 
Director (XT) 


ShrlRamAntir + 
Deputy Secretary, 
<EAV) 
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[Rjutr U—Sec, 3001 


4. Shri] 

Lai 


5. Sbrii/ 
Singh 


sfrfw»r 


UhIq ' 

Secretary 

Under 

Secretary 


233827* 




6 Sim 

TCnimr 


Uab 

Srartgiy 


23387063 


AJI r ruUr rs relating k> project* (except [Wd)etls 
wife USAIDAJ5DA xml AClAR) h World Bat* 
Ended ftqjtet'flAlP. 

Deputation rases id respect tyf FAQ (non-irhlcd 
10 pn*«iUTCDC, CGPHT, CABL APARRI, 

1ST A, SAARC SAJC, IX), A VREfi, ESCAJ\ 
RANM, PxynKaiof Dcntribulidfl of CGl’RT, 
CABL APAAR1,15TA, ESCAF etc., Casts 
pertaining Id corn ill laidCy. Ah (natters relating 
toPddiwuem *wk,CnoidmHtiao wort. 
Obtaining of Guvl, for organizing 

[ntefrajtional cnnferacei, sem i fieri, symposia 

etc, 

fvstabliahioeiit/Geaenl Administration. maaer 
relating to CAU, Budget woit of DARE, matter 
Delating to Official Language. 


ShriRajm 
Kuumt ham, 
D»ecfijr(K3) 


Shri End Abtar 
Deprty Secy, 

zsm** 


[No. lO-iraODS-EstL] 




D. K CHHATWAL, UnderVcy. 


ji|iilui nwA, fliu vlr wJ^Fw ftipor tlnnv 

(ipnHqrm&frn*) 

ttrctftR m* 

^feeefr, l6^nf,2W7 

H r 2083-<TFrtaTTWfm, 1987 ii 7 (1 > ^ HI (^W) ^ A RHlfa HH* 


ra vu^N ^ Ffwi afrt fafa tfrtwwiwitt 

, it* afre #4^ flfli 


H?T JhftlO (FnH 47) i IM4 


01, 2007 


31-OL2007 


.^WF 1 


Timsfa tfft tfftpf RFRf RPWi WT r 9, W4TJT 7TT8 ’TT7 Uti, ^ fft#-l 10002, <Wh 

; if 1W, Whr^r wnfcnir 3 itorcr, *W*4j, 

foqwrc, twi ntMfrflPffii A ftift ig f i _ 

[titf: t& 09/3-8* (47)] 

it ifipiif, iar. 

MINISTRY OF CONSUME* AFFAIRS, FOOD AND WBUC DISTRIBUTION 


S. 

the Bureau 
the Schedu, 


BUREAU OF INESAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, fee 16th My, 2D07 

L —In pursuance of clause fb> ofiufct-nde (1) -of Rule 7 of the Btim.ii of Indian Standards Rutec, 1987. 

' Indian Standards hereby notifies thxi xmrDdnxrdE to the lodim Standards, partinilan of ntidiare given in 
hereto annexed have bun issued : 









[*FTD-^¥ 3(M)] W^WH 2007/ WTO 6, 1929 
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.VDmiF 

SLNo. 

No. add ytsoftfieliidBa Standing 

No. and year of (he amendment 

DK from whk^jfacafeart- 
DKdddtkKdkt 

1. 

IS 10610(Pirt47}: 1984 

Mrttiods of Test for Cutlet 

Art 47 hqmluTm 

01 Jamtiy, 2007 

31-01-3007 


Copy of Ait Amendment ii miulihle with (tie Bureau of bdita StUfttrd£, Muuk Blunn, 0 L tlihitir HiJi 
j^farVuE< !4cw Deftli-110002 tad Rcgjwii Offices: New Delhi, Knlfrtn □un^b.l^vviiig, Xtumtai sod aifO Branch 
Offices : Alunedtbtdn Bu(gflt[r h BhopaJ, Bliulniieshinf T Coimlutoie, Qunalllfti h Hyderabad, Iripm, Kufw, Nagpur, 
Palm, Puk and 'Hiim viittrthipiT™ 

[R£f:ET9/TS6(47)J 
P. K. MUKHEBJEE, Sc. F A tfcwi (Efccdo T«*niai) 

l£TJ?ltf F 2W? 

W. m. RHT ^ fm, L9I<7 ^ ^ ^T-1WT { ] ) ^ W («} ^ ^ 'TTOt^TTFUT 

^3& fiwpm jfftujfari hk imif ^ FfiPw fftnufc :- 



TF1 

‘Wlftfl 'IRSfar 

^VTj ^ silt ylHv) 

Hint ?pi arfi»Pra 
*ih^ wm UHatT, 

■**l£ lt F (iwr *frt 

m Pm fefa 

(I? 

0> 

(3) 

t4) 

1. 

^^5: 2007 IfclTC M*» tjjk 

k^hi ** ftm v\ (wi Trihm} 

— 

31 Tlf, 2007 


W 'mcrt‘1 "RBt yTW *ffnfNt Hf-vt wt 9,**15* w wf, ^ fassfr-noaoSj 

w4ta4 wtYHOT ^irtbraf : 4 *i*1c ^tim r fytam , *k*afl, F 

yniii, mu, TBi, m Mt i i 


[wf: *flVLP^ ‘Xltsxt mr 5] 

t- frta* (Tttrer) 

Ne*l>*ifre lfc* *(y, 20D7 


&fV4|f$^4)ipnHVWCfdHK (blflfttbwfefl) offeife 7 rfthe Bum of Mian Standud* Ebdca, 19B7 H 
<he Btrinoff Bata* Stndonh berebyootifiea that ifae hrtkn Studsnl&. potwin of which ire>£rvwi inife Sdudnfe 
bocio mvxaed have beMeataNishedoo tke d*fekjdk*fetl a$*jnjrtatt r 



■ 

sranu 


SLlb 

Ife-JHlpKtfdttMfcL 

Na «ri jM'rf *e Indian standards, ifny* 
S^erwkd by the New ludiaa Simtenl 

Date of Estahtitlmeai 





1. 

1S5 : 3007 Colours (otre*lj 
n*i»wl wri miwh 

(Sn&lteritioiri 


31 May, 2007 


Cgpyu fflUl IS available fotsafcwilli Ob fimeMi of bidiuL Stanfords, ManaTf Hhtwt, U, iWiMk SfaTi Zafar 
NtW DdU-l 10002 tnd RrgWml Qflica^NvirDeUii, EoUltl, C harntipji fi, Cbmnai, Muibli and also Branch 
Offices: AimeMmi, Bunion, Bhopal, Bbuhuafawtr, Combatant Chmahati, Hyderabad. Jaipiir, Kaxpcr, Nagpur, 

Pitll Pllflt **rf Hmn nn ii l l i i| ii—m 


[Ref-CHD 2fVTS 5| 
E EEVEUDAJL, Sc, F, Director (Chemical;] 
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an, JM5.- H qwfrq hh-* 1937 1wt 7 ^ raq-ftnra (O (W) HKttra m-r*. 

<«a^l ’fl W *rt WHi(raft) 3 witH %*\ TOftrt raft £ — 



iPT. 

rawra 

ifftfafl raifcRra rarw raft 

ifwi 3^T ^ 

4Ui^4 if fill 3^T Hffa 

ifjiltH BPJ, raft 
ftlft 

(l> 

1 W) 

O} 

(4) 

L, 

anf US 2879 : i99&-t*g flFff #CT 

4> len 15 
(lft¥0 H-+0MI) 

*IWT 2, ^ 2007 ■ 

09-07-2007 


^ rajpmftn tfiiin ad ^faraf MH<fk w ^ *fw> s F toj* wj im *tpI, ^ fc^fl-umwa, abftra 
■Wiqfgw t : ft 'ft reft, 4JHH.WI, Wfln, *=l£ TP* TTIW TOfelrf : ifrlTW, »fd*Wl F 4tOH^ . 

-j^i*h3, ^vjtj Vn^t, iny, raCTI, ft! Hrerara^ll$tra ’f ^ Wmm ? I 


UM-fltf 4^-h5] 

fl TPJB 

New Delhi, the ifrhjpjy, 2007 

S.O. 2*89.—JnpursutiCcafdBttae(>)Qf$ub-nde{lJof Ride 7 of the Bureau oflodi Ml Standard* Rules, 1987, 
th< Bhhu ft Indian Sbodk'ib hda-eby utifin (hit KIKOdfiicnt tx? the Indian pulituln of which art givcti in 

daS dniii l ^ hereto umBdliBvcbatiiBiiul: 


SOEDU£ 

SLMj.' and ye* df the infian Standards 

i 

No. and year rf the vnendmeu 

DMEfam which the mad¬ 
men! shall have effect 

—aM Lvi. h ^ 

Amendment No, 2, July, 2007 

09 July, 2007 

ard welding electrode*^ 

Spjsci&catwn t third Ctvxikn^ 




Cp fyoftiiii Anendmeot it Available fcr sale with thtBURUtfil Indian Standards, hfaiiaik Bhavjm, 9, Bllmtlir 
Sbib Zufar ring, New Defln-110002 and Beponj Office^ New Ddri, Kofkala, Chandigarh, Chennai, MuUbai and lltt> 
Btndi Off oh - AhnediNL B^plon, Bhopal, Ebubudim, CtHinbmin, QurwahjUi, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 

NlHW, Pu u, Rweaiil Thm HiiMAip HWt 


[ft±: MTD4JT-65] 
Dr. Mrs. SKEH BHATLA. Sc-‘F * Jfcad (MTD) 

n TflfTT^, 2007 

^ W, 3M*.-TOfa HH4 I9J7* I^TT^^N-Fm (1J ^^5 (B) 1 6 *H-Hi 

^ ^o^puklh^n vmr t flfftwrMtttraraiwisTfainrar^ sq^t^ftrarrarar^qFTmftfftf ram f j- 


-■_ 

isra 

wftt 9F?flq bn^(VT) 

raftl^F iti 3fa ■ ■ 

n(Jiq w EOT HfPH>fMiH 
raroflra rairo «mnr nH^f r raft 
qilj raft iiftr irf 

Tmfarfafa 

O) 

(2) ' 

O) 

(4) 

i 

15*52 : 2006ftU TiW * fa* 

frontal 

5424 ; 1909 

Ot wrar, 2007 













3(0)3 tUftBlTOl 1929 473» 

ffl WH hfbt ift ofttf mil im M?- mor to, s p ™p to mf, ii 
»nfeWf i ^ ftwft, iftmnr, ™ *™ : dfkhk, ^pw. iftmqj h 

Hmd, Itok. ^ isr^ Y* ™ Ri#h^!L^ * #3 ««■< t i 

02^-154] 

t|. If iJBtf, ^ V* Tpf lflB (ftlP i»’IWl) 
New Ddfci, the ITftMy, 2007 

&.OL 200*4—It p—™—™ nf^u.ite rt*j rtfciiKriJn (1J nf Bute 7 rtf the Bureau of 6 Ad Stndmte Rplea. 1987, 
the Bnranof blinSUubnlE hereby notifw*ihMihcUiuStulardt, pfliticnlmofwhfcfan fmu u iheSebe*ile 


hereto mtewd hu been issued 

anwnux. 


SI No. 

No, ind Ttatrof On; tabu 
Stiiludj 

N». udywof OHlbdBDSualwdB, tf any, 

SiyrrarAiJtiyAeNewTnd6MSllmdmd 

DueeafEsUbtidincxi 

(l) 

eg 

0> 

«> 

1, 

IS l»S2:200*faidjfiog 
tuta for ekdrkal puposec 
—SpBdfktftai 

IS M24 r ]9693pecifrMkM for rubber natsfor 
electrical ptspmea 

01 Homier, 2007 


rjyy fJ rtm ■a»nH I - il«*» frw tV -Mi Ih«H««i rf hwg** **»■**«* W«itHt«YM. ^ 

7A Mvt, New DtU-lIQQQZandfbipiBil Qffra: NewEteHii, Kolfcm, CI«liewfr.Chanai, Booth 

QReb : Ahnedsfaed, Ihrplwe, Btafttl, Bhobsneshiw; CburitlEK; GowtbiO, Hydenh«t Jaipur, Kapur, N**mi, 


PUII, T Sw mH HBinii™i*tii»»*itL 

ptc^ErOOT-lM] 
P K MinCHEWEB, 5 fc- F A Had fEkcOo TMumD 

17^nf J 2(W7 

nr.it. (Diww^rpi^Bipn# 

qpifl fci r' * fflit1¥ftwmlhMiwwBi h ow 4H 


J| W^ 

ipt 34tw* 

it 

W ^ TITO 1P1 n, a, 

(li) h i^pti 

Alfa 

fe«r* 


(1) (2) 

O) 

(4) 


i. star iswiiro 

01J7,19-1-I'M! 

— 



psfcihffi <0^3(1 
it ^B^ h ptjn <ft^r 

New Defla. 0 k JTto hity, MOT 


&. O. 2007.—la pram* of elw*e{b}cif Srinuk (1) of Rule 7 of Oh Onmof tabu Sl—riunte tata. it is, 
lifffjiy DDttfvd tut iV Tnjfim t« ra 4*j i putkulan of wki^ c ncntiMaj ifl the Schedule gi™ hereafter, hw bm 
camlfed *w) tend wHuteawn. 


H3DUJE 


SL No. ud Yew of the 

No. tatimShtifrtbGueeUed 

h 

S-O. No. ind Due published in the Kanm 

Queue of India Put H, Secdo*-^, J 
Sub-wctniiGi) 

It 

0) © 

© (*> 


1 IS 13819:1989 

0L57, l9-l-l»l — 



[Ref :ET0iT-2(iJ 

PIT M irefffJU H^BamtjaFAHadlBecttpTMiiiMail 


3151 BlfflWT—4 
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(Pjutr H—«bt, 3(ii)j 



^ 19 2007 


3ITl 208i.~^OTh ftsfq F J 987 ^ fopi 7 ^ 'W-ft=R ( ] ) ^ WE ( W) ^ TOffrl ttfm 

pn ^fa^dd JHfli # ft* aqq^ft* irf tihw^) ^TOitaltarifwftrtirtf: 



*twct ^ A ftWi» 


^ mufcu hfrt flfifiFftrr 
Nmfor wt* 3m^i iim^ r lift 
ri r ift hVj ^tr 


W>l|iM wi.Tt^ 




W^T 319: 2007- 1£qH3['fcsT 

^ I3t^ TX^ 


rr tH^n-it ^Hrtt ’■trfk t*w ufoif iflirriNr wro bito wi, s. *ef£ w npf J ftpfft- 

2j^r ■w4pi«iT ^ ft*#, +fci*w, **i£m, mn tttwi src*rcnn r iMW, Tfhu^r, ipi^r, 

, Jv»m F ^1?, ’T T pjr F iis-ii, ^ era ftpTRir^rfT 3 ftafi ^ mam fi 

; LJj-iilsl S/^-2] 

i|. (#rfti) 4tnFi+ H4» ip uga (uMJitfi) 

New Delhi, the 19th Jnly, 3007 

S^O, lOSt.— lBpwBtMCeofdHU3t{b)frf Sith-fute (1 > of Rule 7 of the Bureau uf Indian Standaids Ruks,l9e7, 
xu of Isdim Sltadonfc hereby no litre* ihaL the Indixx Standard*. partralara of which arc given j r (he Schedule 
inched have been established on Ik itale indicated ^gjutsl tath: 


3flfcH3l9;l9S9 


31 2007 



No. 3rd Year of lie 
Indian Slnduds EaMUlbcd 


SCHEDUZ 


No. and yt&T of Indian Standard!;, 
if any, Superseded by the New 
fndbn Standard 


Dale of Established 


J&4l9:2D07 FnsrCutline 
Aiss Bus* Rods and Sections 
-SpeerfiaOWfl {Flfttitvirianl 


IS3l9:199S 


3I-OI-2DC7 


Ccqry of this Standard fc available Em: sale wiihlhe Bureau of Indian Standards. MartjJt Bhann, tMlahadur Shah 
ZlfarM *j, DeUli-1 lOOQ&Aufll^gHHl Offices: New Delhi, Kolkatta, Quriiijgarh, Cbeitnii, Muiriifiand also Brandi 

Office: Uhrabbad, Bangiloie, Bbopd, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Gunahali, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kmpirr, Nagpur, Patna, 
Pune, T iLruvanaaiLhapuram. 

{EeL: MTD S/T-2] 

Dr. (Mb.) SNEH BH ATI A, SdehtisL F & Head (Met. Enjgg.) 
]fr^efl^ h 2007 

_ aoefc-imrfk im *$ fttur, 19B7 ^ Vm 1 * tpt-Iwi a > * ws («) 513^ ^ isi^m 

■^r^l^i f Ht>*n 41(11 ^ r+1 -nKMit ^ 1M ^ ] fi , 2007 tl Tf ftt^ rj^ £ 

TfJ # J 


I 















[inn-’ 


4341 




I’yrfi 28, 2 pct7j<hw 6, itop 


WT f? lilt H1W 4 tflNI A 4^ 

^ihb ^ (h*h h ¥1 n, n 1, 
it-we (iiV^ *i*n tfwi air 
Ilftt hAib 

ft** 

d 

OJ «) 

(3) 

(4) 

L- #{H 8522 t 1977 

TEfaW 29-3-1990 

ml ’W 15322 ; 2003 ^ 
15323 i 2003 ^ imftH 

whtt r^4 a** 

artftflt ^ %fl ( airt altt 
^ nm Tja? 

Tirt fa ^wNm artkfaH 

2 3^FT 8523 ; 1977 
■W%T h 7151 

HMl > 

199$ 1^8! 26-7-1980 

hh 15322’2003 T£T 
15323 : 2003 ^ TClfTH 
tft MW IVl^ t¥ m 

TIFW 4S TO1 5^9 
Vl ^ fat f 

fa 441WIM *fo*^4 

mh 


pSfcif 6522 efe 83231 

t <st Prtmr (™4) 


New Dflik ttK Ifitfa Jiiy, 2007 

S.O. 20S9.— In pursuance erf elms: fb) of Sub-rule U> of RuitTafthePwwmofTneliinSlMDttaili mlcs, it is, 
hereby ootifkd that tbe lwti tii Slvtdvd, Particular* of which arc raentmied in die Schedule give hertifler, has been 
cancelled and stud withdrawn we,£ 16 Jane. 2007, 


5CKDLLE 

Si. 

No. 

No. ud Veer of the 

Indian Stmduth Cued led 

3.0. Mb. and Dak pubUdsd inlbe 
(bnttc {if India, hit Q. Saticn 3, 

$d>-ietiinL(lil 


£1) 

P 

C9 


L 

&*5Z>: l977RffifTRATORS 
CMM1CAL CMOWDCffi 

783 dt 29-3-1900 

Die u> publication of IS 
13322 : 2003 and IS 


15323' aJOBntiidiintfidcE 
(lie requirements of (be 
fiUm mly tc be used along 
wkh (be Adi lice, half and 
quarter mart h rapnoti, 
which b (be inert practice 
infendunDy. 
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[Rut n—Sit 3(a)] 


I 1 ■ i ■ 

o>: (i) 

1 ts 8523:1977 RESPIRATORS 

CAHuren nm poas ma^s> 
■¥ 


<*> _ <4) 

1995A, 25-7-1980 Dne m publication of 

J 5322 : 2 003 and IS 
15323; 2003ufricfafat>VHi 
the requinmeoti of tie 
fibers only Id be iE«d ikng 
with tfie fvi] fact, half and 
quarter Mtk as icquind, 

which is (be latest practice 
i ____ iflBnmkMBfly, _ 

[Rrf - CHDlS 8522 mi 

E. DCVEHDAR, Scentisa T\ Dnntnor (Omni) 


: ^ ]9 : f5!t£ 2007 

imrn df tfrihH fa 91 Wfcrtnfl 1 s 


a^ift 

-k----—_ 

Hsit 

ttjlIWl T TT 3 T WR afa 

- 1 _____ 

wi staftifa 


to 



W 

]- 

wpfinsM 

Jt^qm anwra^ftri 

ftnr 

(wnr ^idvq> 

htffcR 2 , ^rfct. 2007 

19 - 07-2007 


^ ^'■nfto tot v$ r nrw , 9 w ^f, ^ ftwFr 11 wmg, tfdfr qurfsnfr ^ 

ftwft, iBMmw, T* wr nor viffc, «jhRr. s*%qt r rama, 

"^S 1 - toi, ^ ™ flwq^njrq 4 frtf ^ Tina, $ 


L n ■ - ^"T—IVI JkJTU - 7 J 


tl fiftneft) iqreHi, 3quT-ra ^ nq ijrjtq 
New Delhi, foe ] 9th July, 20flT? 

* d ^f^^WOtckuse^Jot of Role 7of the Bum u of Indian S ttiaknts Rnf«J 9h7 

dKBkue^ofMtifl StawiflPi hereby notifiB dm amendments t> the Indian Standards, particiiljisofu^fdiaieenvnin 
tin aai)Mi|e hereto annexed have hm i m »H ■ 


SL No, kod Year of the bdiu 

No, Standards 


xnmiLE 


No. and year of foe Amendment 


t __ 

Etae from which die 
amrBdiDMt ahajl have 

effect 


a> a 


i. 


[£ I I99S {juidelaHE tof nta-cnnfctng 
«Mli|for tdbd rahaSant based direct« 
dPCtjjni in notary kHm fand ofter warrten ; ) 


(RfSl Revision) 


Q C4) 


Arneodmrat Nn. 2 19 July, 2007 

H\j*r] h 2007 
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TOT ft U4*fl 28, 20ff7t*m 6, 192 s 

Copy nf this Sbndanl U available fof sale witb (be Buna of Indtu Sludafds, MuuiL Bhutan, 9, Batudn Shah 
ZafkM^lNtwDelhU] 10002 ndAqjHialOflra:]tal^i,ICQtatftC3wtig8lh,CliaHli'AfiM4w #nd abaBfcndi 
Office* ■; AWdabad, BmgtlDi^ RhppjU, Bfeotanrehwir CWmbuore, GuwahUi, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kupw, Hajpr. 
PlUtt, Piidc, ThkrvuaidqfKinin. 

[Rdf: MTD$yr-») 
ML (MM )SNEHBHATLA. Sc- F (MID) 

M ftwft, is 1HI<. 200? 

W&L 2091 .-Wlflll TOVlffr (UUI4i) ftfnHm, 1988 ^ IKT-HW 4 V dlWfll (5) V <fl"flf T * : W 

sfoqfai toot t fatal faro irtarjqift3 ■-- 


WT TTTWIh 3WT 

+4l^-n 4?f WUridMlft^niR 

41W 41 

ttaw 

flrtfcmfav inn 

riW* 

1 2 

3 4 

5 


l Tffwm £MM)6 M ri ao farftifa.., ^nAzn^c 

fafe^Lio,^fatf-i tfu<l(4W»w 

Vital* 

fafli^-4i i ojo uftpi 

afa Ml m i tt V 

ft* 

1 7686095 30“ 11-06 ft» I H TSrfWt 

_*- . ..^- m _i_ h *. *. * * _ 

TdTftj Ttnl TUtTHk +*IWId4wW 

^ dijn Ini ^ to, i*n4 Uln 1000 

faHT^Mi220i itoframr^faq 

1 7667701 30-11-06 flwnarfa^. 

T?feXi"8 f (feAbq* n^fB4> 

^arcrfTft fann ^ anno 

faff-^ffa^31 603 

*■ 7681*1 05-12-06 a™^!f, fafa^fawi 

7Sj ftTHT 2/2 

wfa ^ 

hi^e Jjmfl fen 

i 76400S1 06-12-2006 atari, wl tarns 

isoof^ 

ftw ^ ftam . 

ritWJIMlJOW 

6 ttOHL 11-12-06 ^pK^fat*ta(K ^n i ll fl l ft 4llW 

OTFltfrit 

faHHlMMl6436 

staAwritamj 

i)S t JWfe, (Ullh 
wrJ, 'VJVI <l4fl A Mfw 

taef^-4i05» 


*lf W HJ'Hf 



15328 2W3 


13340 1993 


14543 2004 


14543 2004 


1417 1999 


8144 1997 


1417 


7. 7684293 


12-12-06 


1999 
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[Paht n—Sa; 5 (ii)] 


12 '3 

-- i - - 

S 76 US 04 ! 13 - 12-06 


S- 76*3392 14-12-06 


30 - 76 SHN 2 20 - 12-06 


11. 768H06 36-12-06 


13 76M507 26-12-06 


4 


5 


6 


7 


520- l/i, 

^ T TTO J 

^w^*4lM0l 

4(3(14 ftHW ^ftT 
wrtj 1 2 , ip sci 

HJE h W^l 

ftwi^ftT-431709 


w( tfk 

fWI'M 


* ■■ ■ -J. ■ ■ - ■ ■ 

4I»«^ TOB 
( U(%ft4> 

ft™ nn * 
mam) 


I4L2 


MS43 


3390 

^ it 14 h " 5 *fi 4-^4 h 
SW/4,^^-1, 

■*i -- 1- . * ~L 

nmlElM, 
ftHT^t-41L 037 

ftif 4r<< ^<(^4, ^^I5f 14543 

HMtt 423, s?ft 1, ( Klffii* 

148, ‘i^K'iWl T?fej ftlH 4CI ^ 

IV* fil(4l||( 3KC4T) 

WhUERlTIl fH, R+*4^3 13a34 

3i7/3il,wray T m— i iire* #4 

■*53 


19 » 


2004 


me 


2004 


19H 


ftw 


[4t ^ftlwrt/13 ill] 


H cT^WIl ? li'T C "tJW-] 


Spw Ddii, the 3 Ofti July, 2007 

S>Or | 2091.—ll pUftUdtitt of £nlEJ4gnlxtkril(5) irfieguLujofi4 of the Bureau ot Indian Standard* (Carttfka- 
lift>) a^ yJrtirJK IBH L cvf ftif Pffry nfTwIip Shitlwilt Ipriiy untifiM the,pnl nf liirnnrt [artit;iilimnf wbictl are 
K^vu io At fal|f^*frill£ sdtfckliit 

SOHXU 


SL tit ^ B K T ; OqntPn NlwAAdAps UtkoflbcSlindin! IS No. Put Section Vti 
No. No. _ of At PM* _ 

L 7679607 2941-06 Ftoofex bduatritt LU. h UttpUsiiciwdncrn 15328 20CB 

IfatNA. 1(1. Block.D-] h pressure polyvinyl 
MDXXOikKkvnd. OikmfctPVCU] 

DiaaktPww-411019 pipes for twin 

underground dr&inagtf 
and sewerage systems 












*iRsr^n 


:ytf28, MW/nrmt, iaz* 
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2 3 

1 TOSOH 3011-06 

1 7WS7TO1 30-1106 

4 TOU»l 3011-06 


■ 


5 


Viduy Components Power t^mckm of 
tndiiPvLLtd H selfheatingtype fc* 

LcriEaffahor KpDWr^imi 

NcB-Fbne^C.Rly) luvilg rttod vnhife 
DistrictPnK >412201 i^ti 1Q00V 


tenuis tadutnn, 


PloiHo.E-EMIDC (Other dun |Kfci^d) 
IfctrictUiifh(M3]ffB Dumld^ttiliiAi) 



Alpha Waters Packaged drinking wib 14543 30M 

PtotNo, 75, Him (Other ftip packaged) 

2/2, Uj^nfSHtl, utudnnml nAtj 

QppL TUe hnHtnKnt 


TattutaadE 

T*lukaMuMii 

DiOriclPuoe 


7SBQB91 

6-1205 

SbudtHhoni Jcwellaa 
1500/A,NcnfaEriia 

TlflkOwvJt 

Srfiptr-413007 

Gold and gold alloy ■, 
jEwtflefy/iddkcu— 

Fmocffl and arilng 

1417 

WW 

TO3WI 

121206 

Superpower & 
Bmidiei, H-7/A, 
MtDCKiqmwl 

District Sang] j- 
416436 

Mqlripcrpote dty 
teneria 

8144 

1WT 

7ffl42SB 

12-1206 

ShtlJndlDS 

595+RiviwmIYth 

TUEgecmPeUnde 

TalokaMml 

District Pqne-410506 

OoMudgildillD^, 
jeweUoy/kfe^cts— 
FocaicsB end lurking 

1417 

UW 

TOSSW 

13-1206 

Kaj«l]_*Hiirtiirl 

>wtiert 1 52CHjiE, 
ShstagwiNexita 
Mahsiwuni Chambers 
NemCeiAal Bus Stand 
Ko1upur4L£00l 

Oold tnd gold allays, 
jewenety/arteftcfe 

1417 

1999 

jHSflJK 

14-1206 

AflhwarqMfaienl 
Water Cdmpny 

Packaged Staking Mb 
(Other dun packaged 

14343 

3004 


B/ 12 h M 1 DC lmJJ, Aim uteri! mu?*] wafer) 

At Em&bKHr TaJiika 

Naigann 

District Naudetf- 

4 M 7 G 9 


10 7&SSXXE, 20-1205 j Distu btuUiuiHiife 4 S^punvwiKtHl, 33 SO 1 M 8 

SorgiciJ industries ueaiia 
SN^. HPlcfapa 
aHfflbert. 6 S* 4 , 

Rot No. l n PUwemdi 
Rmd, District Puat- 
4(1037 
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{pAtrU—SBt3<iijJ 


THE GAZETTE OP INDIA 

<. .. ■ 

12-3 4 5 <5 


11 THUDS 

26-1246 

Haiti Cue ludutbitt hddgd drinking wim 14643 

CCNtj-423 F PlotKoL {Other (twp^^d) 

1 4& RwjflrpcJ juUuj^J mujOTtl w*ter) 

ladl. Estate 

am 



DistnctKolhapvf 


12 76885071 

36-13416 

Qdyct Foodi PvL Ltd. Sfcnmod mEkpawdo', L3334 1 

317/3 llj Silqii hit I Standard gradr 

NufwRoad 

TaiiAiDuiDd 

DtrtrKt Ptu* 

19* 


[No.CMEVI3 : 11] 
A K TALWAR, D>>, Oe«r*l (Mats} 


r 20 2X4)7 

HU*. H|-» **Q * qiSlfol ^ (vnon) flftw 4 # (5) 

^ ^ WH||^(i ftfli in % wn#3d flfiy ^ i 


WT !W?H 

wn 

i 

Tlif H VI H HBf {fiHHIII) 

MI4% ift 

HTHT itBUI Vt/ 

i 2 ; 

-1- 

3 

4 

5 

6 


L 659379^ W-QS-2006 Ah# ^ ^rttPh, WVtt&t :2002 


*£qt. 255 F #fal^P3T, 

■imwiftmti'n tt. 





(ilVw 4 ^, 




1 


1^5^-641 oas 



2 

&ra&a 

07-W-2006 

Afltf 'S'iro$“ll 


'IPO 14220 ; 19* 




427, #5, 

*H^J-G41QW 



i. 

ASHDSSj 

OS-OS-30O& 

Ah# fe.X ^#4^1 H*Fft, 

1 T|i # ft"4r4-1l*t 

14220 : 1994 




hVh^-641 OW 

pp #Z 


4 

659479^ 

09-06-2006 

as# !hJ 14 r^4U, 

■t 234^1, ire, 

*Mlfl(l ^PlU 

641 032 


PIPT2347 7 1995 

S- 

6595390 

09-08-2006 


TIriT an'(pi ^ 1rlt£ 

VHMT? : 2002 




1734, PwiRIHff ^*R, 

HUT #£ 'll# # ftraHt ^ 





09’^T<4'*IH4H j 

Vctwto 

4Ww£-641 010 

Hhibk 'TKfl 


£l 

6596291. 

14-06-2006 

Aw# 

^Pl ^ fan 

HIRT 9079 : 2002 




336/1 , Us, 

w 3^ pr-ft ^ ^ 




' 

«^f-641 004 
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12 3 4 


5 


0 


7 


6wm 


fh £599499 


f. 6S99I&6 


ia 66012511 


: L. 6601133 


!2- 66018S4 


34-08-2006 

iwWra, 

^ 445/2 A 
ry' J in^ h 
*l«H-64l 005 

iw 3ff w ^ f?TH 4H JrSMl 

'ta 

TO ft472 : 199ft 

24-08-2006 

I/1M 714 c Wfril J ll. 

Rlf'jfl $5. 
pRi^-frll 667 

■^T 4ii«j|fl ^ d.-mi HT ^ 1 

TOT49S4 : 1995 

25-08-2006 

* r -i -i_f- ■»•■ f-i 

A+uA UFOT l^Hl^HNlUl,, 

U4H.UV,. 255, Tlfef W h 

^nmdmm>PT its, 

*W*&-64I 0211 

mi. ^sjf ^ Pwwpfla aa ^ 

ms 14230 :15*94 

3O-0S-2M6 

)^Rfc lj l OTZT 

lynp* U". 32/1. <4li+lt 4’41'H, 
Tccra^t (ate] , mwi, 
^z°n5ran, 

303 

aTfiPW 

PTCTfl ^ *IHMD 

TO L4H3 : 2004 

20 -08 2006 

^?nf ^ j i«i 

Tih iteir l, 

'IKflkltH WWT43 

4ilftWni it?, ate. 

wf nm Pm *ngtf aarqpw 'mi hi? ; i?w 

(thrHtuO-^Jirti " 7 ^ ♦llfli'l 

31-08-3006 

^fTFSf Htcflfl 3R^T 1 +fKirH 

Car. > fafa.. 
at aif^rfr 555 m, 

H UJ H , I?fl 1 , 

239, 

^d*-638 009 

fin (,<1 ^ JlflM) 

TO 14343 : 2004 


. [IT. t 11} 




NcwDcHuh UK 2lXb July, 3007 

S. Oh 20W»—In pursuance of 5llb-Kg]ulation(5) of regyLaririq 4 ef the Bum of Indian Stxndmfa (Ccitirifilktfl) 
Ktguii&oo L^aft, of tf*e BujMiiof Indian Standard^ bothy nutiJics the grant of licence particular of which are given rn the 

following Schedule: 

arnawiK 


■FI Licence 

Opened ve 

Nunc £ Addnest 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. EVtfSec- 

No. No. 

<1nlr 

{b'uaory) of tht Ptny 


’ttar 

1 7 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 6693790 

W-U&-2U06 

M/a. PottecL Engineering, 

Sobffltrsihle Pumpsets 

IS 8034:2002 


5 J. Nn.-255, SakUiL Nigjs; 
MasakkaJipalayim Road, 
Sowripalsyain, 
CotmbitiDfc-641 Q23 


31&1 QlfflM17-5 



I 
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07-O62Oufi M/s. Gopurialiiia Industries, Openwcll Suhmcniiblc Pumpwts ISI4J3C: 1994 

427 , Pitd Read, 

Cbnftttrc44iaH 

U6-UH42006 M/s. Archer Engineering Company Ownwell Sgbtnersihle tWisits IS 14220:1994 


Tricky Road, Siofifnalliir, 

Cotn*MrMT^l Ott? 

0906-2006 MA, T.tJL fMfigr Limited, 
Na23^1 1 Pptt*±iKciad 1 
MylmpilpyijfTlVpI]*^ 
MadukkJni Fudityit Union, 
fTnmtfwtii ^m IJJ2 

C5H3t20Q6 M/n. Tei Ppirps 

1/HViEiUaUN^af, 
Ranvettypolayam, 
Suudafcanrutlwr (P.O.V 
Coindiartctv-MLOlE) 

14-08-2006 M/It, Arf!met Eh^heoi 
556/1, Av&ushi Road, 
RecUtueduPdo, 
Ctoioabatart^lOW 


Domestic Pressure Cookers IS 2347:1995 


Electric MunOseL Wmps furClsiii, 1S9079; 2002 
Cold Waterier Agricultural and 
Water Supply Purposes 


Electric MnnasetPumpsfof Clear, 189(779:2002 

Cold Water fur Agricultural and 
Water Supply Purposes 



24/B-2C06 MfcSreKaraEn&irears 

SFNt> 445/26, Veil store Road, 

Sh g—lh 

Cbad^bae^4100U 

2MH-2K& M/s. YtrsshiPuLy Preducts. 

1/169, RanwagarColotvy, 

Trictry Road, Rmgalur. 
TtaprtUtiOT 

25-06-2006 Mh. ftr*pli Rn jiFiwr m 
255 > S*kthlN»yar 1 

MfluA-VjJip4*y^n BwWl 

SoripaAiytto. 

£«rfx*vrw64l QCS 

3CW362C06 M/e. Otfcfidnrti Packaging 
DrinkkigWalcrPedrxBtoori, 

SfNm 33/l T CWandvai Panch&yat, 

Karanadai. 

Metttpateyarn. 

Onppfcm»«*l 3«5 

3tW1^30l* M^.SrlMtuda Jewellery, 

Shop No. 11 F 

B3unthitfiaud hnduyit Complex, 
CalicUtfiood, Gndalir. 

Gudahn Bazaar Eti at, 

Gutalw, 

TheNUflim 

314)8-3006 M/s. Yatey’a Aqua Minerals (FI Ltd., 
Sri YjJhi TEnm banyan Street No ], 
239 P Cu«dMlai Itoad, 

Erode-63a 009 


Centrifugal regenerative pumps for 13 5472:1991! 
clear, cold water 


HOPE Pipes Fnr Water Supply TS49M: 1995 


OpenweN Submersible Puitipsets IS 14220:1994 


Packaged Drinking Water IS 14543:2004 

[.Other Thau Packaged Natural 
Mineral Waier) 


Culdand gpld alleys. IS 1417:1999 

Jewellecy/arlifacts-fLnene&s and 

marking 


Packaged Drinking Water IS 14543:3004 

(Other Than Packaged Macura] 

Mineral Water) 


I [No. CMD/13 : l L] 

; A. K. TaLWAIC LA. Dtrettot General (Marks) 

I 


I 

I 


I 










mu ti jfwi : aa, aflowiwi &> i«g 


4749 


20 2007 

(wn) ftrPm, loss ^ twr 4 ^ (J) ^ agem^ *Wft* ^ 

uyt^uj 4(fq^4d ^mtr ft ftilfrr ^ 5— 



bW(I 

(•ft'pci ift. TiqtftimA 7T 

^IKtio '■lit 4ff 

mur 43 3JJH 1 ! 

b4 

vim 

tfffll 


1 'ffll 

m* 

(IM 


i 

2 

3 

4 

i 

6 7 S 

9 

i 

7451278 

1-Q9-2D06 

*tM qrtfatzft <flknr> 

HSrfWt i^ptr in4*\ 

tua 

2005 




2*5^74-376 

Tft ^TU. At W 






U|Z 7^7 Vmd TO, 

m^4i[ (A*s Fmi ■ ^*1 

Vter 

4 


2 

7649059 

6-9-2006 

UtAs i»5c«l 

Al ^ Runig 

1417 

1999 




s62, wiftra ^3 







RW4 ^ 9W 

?TFft Tte ^-411030 

uti 



3 

7649392 

6-9-2006 

4 ^*ton Aarf 

wtf Ai iT’f 

1417 

1999 




fill i ^5 







2PKM15 002 

Al fTHlVH 

At w”f rnm*ft 

1417 

1999 

4 

16W)} 

6-9-2D0& 

iwirtiw* wt'f 




538. *3 







son 41100! 

ih i+tr^i 



5 

7652075 

* 9-2006 

A faflftFt 


17B6 

1951 




fflkWfl (4*M lit fe. 

Pd-zmifiH ftsFft 






*-6 At H-7/2, ^ 
diUtfUJl 'fl^tl frH J H 
f*rV TitfPJt 416 234 

T^49(4ffl( 



6 

7*53 787 

8-9-2006 

^4Rir ^ta 

THftS d-F^Wfe^ 

1786 

1981 




TflTs vn 8 h 9j 







107196 {T5+^IW TRS2 , 

ftHP-^Mf-416 416 

T3a A bS At th? 



7 

7611*82 

13^9-2006 

flHH 9J*HI iiC44 flL (St 
T%tt 4W1 A-2j 

fflftUMl Ai wi- 

459 

1992 




H,A«Ju 






W3 731 VlW 

^ISWF-416 216 

Ate A Ai 



8 

7611985 

[4-9-2006 

flrc A , AhA MfHf 

2^4 At finitsj 

1417 

I9» 




839, tilfra IVn^ 







BUT T3T, 4^ 
flftc»-4l4 4]4 

At iw*i 

' 


9 

7613486 

18-09-2006 

^5WI WE ’>1? 

v*4 4i ^ ftwij 

14] 7 

1999 




*iiW 

*TT 1 IWff!Pl-ftTr4^ftl 






faHT ^413 SOt 

At lVfli*i 



10 

7414485 

21 ■ 9-2006 

^tar frfr& 


12933 

2003 




"I^f "fer, 4S BVl 2329 
*1 Tjl p ^gt5ft 

f*?5 ^-112 2137 

ijm W 
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(Pact n—Snr-^tiiiJJ 



7654T8S ^-W-2D(W 


765*0* 26 to-2Mh> 


TdJTl S9 27-SS-20M 


B£7. A? WT J HKiH 
*\vt&m ^tml-4]* 4t& 

Hip tIwh 

37J0, ’fltJVH flKn, 
^AiJ, 

afFWTTTI 4]4 Oft] 

«ffT^r n 

Tiafiri wmi-u-Zl 

INeT, WTOt-415 .IL1 


sfe W&f firsmg 
Wrf ifrt fqsjwijr 

iHI^H u l:^iT^4f - 
■3^T fm/i'V, -T 

^f afo m 1A?rarij 
ari'i'l ui/^fan-fartsi^rfb 
ate f+*i'4tH 


[TT. zW[ 

^ TT^rarr^ ^nr wiftArra 

New lfelhi h the 20th July, 2007 

$AJ. 2D93^In pursuance of Sub-regulation {5) of Regulaition 4 of the bureau of Indian Standards (CfcnifiCatsun) 
RcfulafioqA, l&SK.of die Burw of lodim Standards, hereby IHOtifies [be grant of licences particular which are given inti* 
follow in gfchshile i 


51 Licence 
No. No. 


SCHEDULE 

Name & Address Of due Parly Title ctf the Standard 


IS No. Part Set Lion 


76512TS 1-MD06 MerlOflJ Tenbo Sanilari (I) Ltd.. Mini domestic water 


7649089 6-P-200(S 


3 6-S-2KK 


764W93 fH+3»6 


7652078 ££-2006 


TfiSJTS? ££-3006 


2ffira7£37ft 
At Post Kbarabwadi 
ChilunTH]iiki Khcd 
District Pune 

Ralhod Jewellers 
562, 5adashivPe(h 
NnrYij ay Talkies 
Lai uu Road, 
hn-411 030 

Shfi Vtdhinm Jewellers 
<51 ] h Shard war Petti 
SarirftdlSOCE 


heaters for use wiih LPU 


Gold and gpld alloys, 
jewd krv/an ifac Is 
Fineness and marking 


Shn Vardhmm Jewellers Cold and fold allays. 

<511 h Shard war Pcdi jewellery/artifacts— 

Sa*a*ftd 15 002 Fineness and marking 

Mhaswadlcir Ssraf Gold and gold alloys, 

53*, Gyrnwar Fjflt jcwcllery^nifarts— 

Sa|an4 1 J 002 Fineness and marking 

ShriKatviiNiVafidniMahalaKitd High Stiengdi deformed 


TspallM. Ltd 
A-GAA-7® r MIDC 
Gokul Shagaon 
DistridKoDupur -41 6234 

Bharat Re-Rolling Sled 
Industries 
Plot No. 8,0, I (VI96 
Industrial Estate 
District SaRgli 416416 


steel bars and wires for 
concrete re in for re mem 


High strength deformed 
Steel bars and wires for 
concrete reinforcement 








[WH-4I 3<iO] 

wwwn 28, HW77SW4W&, IMP 
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L 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 7 3 

9 

7 

7651682 

I3-9-3D06 

VIIbmk RfporrpgP^diVt pv[, 

UMIofNo. C-3, 

Kagal-HflttanfljigjJc 

Five Staf Ifldl- Area, 
Kc4iup«i4l6216 

CniTugtlcd md semi 
tomigited asbestos 
tonrrt sheets 

459 

1993 

ft 

7WS1MS 

3+^3006 

K_B. BboGBile Jemlloi, 

839, SadhudlS Niwas Aptt.„ 
Saiaf Kaffla, Main Road, 
5aigh41fi4l$ 

Go Id and gold alloys* 
jrwdloyartifacts— 
Fineness md matting 

1417 

1999 

9 

mwtfi 

13-9-2DCK 

Oiandaktta Smf and 
Company Gandhi Qwiwt, 
TJaUOd, 

IHstritt Rme-413801 

Gold rod gold allays, 
jewel lety/ul ifacts— 
Fineness and marie ing 

1417 

IW 

ro. 

7fi5*»l 

2I-9-30O& 

Solar Energy TectuiLk Ltd. 

Uria Centre, 

Gate No. 2329, 

Gang.a Retreat Road, 

Wagjioli. 

DistrKl Punc-J 12207 

Solat flat plate colteetar 
PL 1 Rcqu inane ms 

12933 1 

3CCC 

]i 

7664789 

22-9-200fi 

WlafliaJtwctlas, 

JtJt7 h EHBhag h 

GanflfatnaCrmpiei, 

Sangli4L'64!6 

Gold and geld alloys, 
jewel lery/artefacts- - 

FmCotss rod maniing 

1417 

1999 

Yl 

7656238 

2t^-2mfi 

A. II. pHitharnfl Jr we Reis, 
3730 h PDlhflfxifl House, 
NaviFedl, 

Ahmcdnagar-4 14001 

Gold aisi goU alloys, 

jewelteiy/artefacis— 

FiiKocss and marting 

1417 

1999 

13 

HiSTJ© 

37-9-3006 

C. G. Jewellers 

R.No-73, 

Vardhainan Hag Society, 
Mah&tiiNagiii, 

Vila, Saitfii-4L5311 

Gold md gold allays, 
jewdlay/aiti facts— 
Fineness and mar king 

1417 

19» 


[No. CMEV13:11] 

A. K TALWAR, Dy. Uiitctar Geoail 


4luni thiflir 

^ft^fr r lE^ F 2W7. 

41 sr 2M4-q5-iQq tu»u 'jfip# ^ ^q?Tl flftimi fti^ ^ 

t; 

as: ^ ffwt, (sr+r afafasRD 1957 o«7 4i 20 ) 

^3lfafr*FT4ffTWfc) 4? uni 4 q^3T-mi (1} ^ 4T 3T^1 ^ ^ WfVi ^ 3 

mn ■jJqiwi ^ ai?i4 TfJ ^jri ^ 1 

Fi flfMqrir ^ snpfa stri £*41 4a>™tf4ftit4>fr0i anr O) ft=rtv 

-9^, 200* 4T r+d»i^, 45IUq L 6Hti - ^5T ^I^Pvi F H^HUft,, WT cM, ^ l¥?VI F 1, ~&F, 

Trtn-2ft] 301 4 *lRi(3<*il BTfrft ^irttera, dd(4Wfl Ftw 4IS1 h'I siMai, ^tA'lt'A firlfHtL-B „ H—1, Tgom W, 4FT ti^ F 

amt, uiil+m ,1^1-496001 4 *(W 4*W*U> fcpfl'l), Ml 5*0 'tflfin H** ^TWHI 'dui ^ 

^S. TPTf ^fT ^Shujir l^fW, 1, TM-e'Rin *i4« ^lei^turu '3^93^, l^flir "TFPI^j ifrft?Pli^ ^ I 6iqtirTq Paqr "4 
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[Pjuir U^-Sbc. 


sftpfoi flit asft *$t tnfl atfttPm 15 zv-uro (7) 

+Htfl, Rrf 3^7 JTR fl.+irlM'Hf ^ W Uv {Mt)4 tf JI4PVH U»t RcIT UMlO, flCflf'lwfl 

J-miM'l yW^i, U^LzWUit. H-lp^WTR, ^ZTt TtF, TRUT, W^tEFTE, ftu-4%001 I 

v^n m^H'i m 
ftlPT TTfmf, wtwy^ 

^4 B. TP il Ut- t BV. 4 { L VriH^Wl.WfH SR { 1 > 


sFR 

UR UR 

UPT 

t^rU 

^f> 

fXRTS ^f) 

fZRR 

1, 

OTfrFTC 

Vi.v\£\ 

tR j re 

tr.23 

314.2591 

UF 

jLb 

B’lil^j.e.i 

umtei 

mut 

2S«l15 

7I6.6W5 

unr 

3. 

■mfaA 

uRitei 

wtu 

77.h5 

I<H.7*J55 

UF 

4 



WTff 

32^ 

Fft1.-'-y3 

unt 

S 

TUTRJT 

w^lei 

WT5 

1MX37 

'.HLdiH'i 

UR 

6. 

tU^rm 

Brttei 

TtRTC 

3SL.S 

9A26261 

UR 

7. 

kkliUcrfl 

Olllt 

TPR3 

M5.27 

729.5 L® 

Tjrf 

& 



TRUC 

LOI.23 

25*05*1 

UR 

hl 



wra 

365.67 

9D3.2&49 

UR 




^r m 

1094 n »9 

SI 74.378 ■ 






{^UUU) 

(tRUU) 



taT : U-’V-Tf-BI-T-BI-y-TI-Tl-W 

mu utruuuwfl tmurrt^ui) Utftjti tr srRiftua "# L ium tim ^ 4ft am U3<fr ^ uu 

^ H a lt UUt ‘H^T.ifl (Tr*^^H7f tel TiJ^ 1 'i Uit aiti ^sfi ^ Tl ^ JT"7T fq 11 T 71 UUt T^Wft ^ I UHT UTBH^ 

UF tOTUWJIUR fttflUKI-Ura UPltel ^ 37lfl UFl TrtTl TTfl ^ '-|f#l4t U^ *H*l: 

“U- \ " U*T *fa" ^leql i I UT tw UfaM ^ ^ UR fU^UR ^ lU^J IL ^-1" cM UgUcft ^ BUI 3M UR Uit 

tfrui U^| ehiirit HR ^Wli^-UHI ^^pif ^ UR ^ ^5Rcft ^ "3U<I UR UiJ UfBjnft BtUl Uv UR fu^ “T " m 

‘t^ufll ^ i tar 3u*i ^ HR ^jSPfprr uft th^ tftur ^ fr-ur m zm mu ^ ufaF ^ tftar ^ fu*j 

“T-1 71 UT fclilft I FB^ HIW^ UC tat "3^1 ^!* 4 TTifijU TT T JJlf TtW Tt 41 '&- 1 " ^T MJfft ^ 

3RR: UR 4AqwVK ^ Uflrrt RF1 ^ Tftl^T B4 £n BBRt ^ I 

tar r a-^i-*2-ure-iu-7 

l 

UF] tat UR RR ^ f^H f*i^ 3RR cW^-f. T t^| 'IK - l=f*'li^ 4^-f|] T t<0 fflvft^ Ht 

fent 1u^ “%l "-“ ^2 "-"^3 m ^ UR UURRgr-RUl ururai ^ Ufijnfl T^f I^Ilt R ftjqjt 1^5 11 s " -R IRFa 

tH i i 

tar t -fT-^^r 

UftaiUR UURR^I^ ft«nft^ 44 B ,t ^ 1^ SR ftflil UR tRStd-flURl ^ 

ton ** " " B] " ^ ^ i sui urw^ t*z tar ftmr ^ ^ ur ^ “ut" w ua* ^ 

URTBI^'IFltat ^UT Uft URt WS UR ‘icil at Tufl 1 hI+hi ^ UFR felrt fu^ "'^'' fw ^rt-cil ^ -9RR; tai ^ 

URt flni ^ un ^d^pn uflwi ur f^ti “z” r rum 4" t 










[^rn-^s 3<ji>] 


VQl Tim : 1$, f 6,1929 
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flf J t*r, upt ^ #9i tt ftmn "b* 1 £ ari*r flwt few wr h?t H iprsl 

^ rtrr arafr ff wtfaa w &r # ski ftesi ISfs ^" trar *q*M i n 

3RTl^raft^ ,f lf' < THTnS^?t#^ I 

[ftftnit a joi Stf/ioctf/'faircjilrc^-1 ] 

^ Wl^JNr, 5m tfta* 

MINISTRY OF COAL 
NewDdti,tht ISthAily, 20(17 

Si On MW.— WbatB. it appcus to flic Central Oovnntnent (hat coil if likely to k obrincd from tic <»«fc 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto uncial. 

How, therefore, in aacise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I > of Section 4 of He Owl Bearing Ami 
(Aa^UiirlkTiii md Development) Art, 1957 {20 of 1957),(bcreiiiifteT, referred fij u file said Act}, the Central Government 
Iweby givct notice of its intention to prospect for coal therein, 

ThePlanbeameNOL WtFt2CMffiEC4 (I yTALAiPALLTOMIlR U) *tBd ib:29lb Much. 2006 of the area cowed 
by (Mi OOtifitatkm cm be inqxc^d in (he office of (he General MimgEr. Coal Mining, NTPC, ( *t H« w n PniT. Buildin g , 
SectOM, NOIDA-201 301 or at the office of Project Mead TalaipalliGoal Mining Project NTPC I Jd- r A-l, SnMmth Magar , 
Kstra Bo ad, Kaignh, Chhfltiegarti-496001 or at (ho office of Chief Genera) Manager (Exploration K vision) + Central Mbs 
Planning and Dcslpi frutiliitr, Gondwaiu Place, Koike Road, Randii or at the office of (he Coal Controller, 1, Council 
Ho™ Street, Kdkxla or at (he office of the Dbtiict Collector, District Ratgsrit, CWmHijflrii. 

All pawns bmtRWd in the Imifc cowred by thh Nntilialun shall deliver alt Out ml niW Aw hm^ 
nAncdatiqsub-secihmiTlaf&xaitHi 13 of the raid Aft to the Projeci Had, Talfiipalh Coal Muii^ Project, NTPC Ltd,, A-1. 
SUUuafaNtgir, KHreKniLIhigufa, QlhltDiSjaMStiOOl, within ninety days from the date flf pbbUcatkHQf this rnlfi i iii in m 
(he Officii! Gazette. 


SOEIKU 

Tihdpilli Cool Mhitag Block 


Flat) No. NTPCjCM/SEC 4< 1 >TALJJPAUJA^)] R(l) 


SkNfc 

NtarfVln** 

Tfeaua 

District 

Area (in hectares) 

Area (id Ama) 

Imrtt 

1. 

Ajjjgaih 

Gbir^udi 

Raiprti 

127.23 

3142331 

Pan 

2 

Cbotipdi 

Gbargboda 

Rnigaii 

290.13 

7lftf5XlG 

Part 

3. 

Sakhpah 

Chaighoda 

Raigph 

77jffi 

191,7955 

Poi 

4 

Kaferc 

Gbngbnla 

Riigarh 

325 tfJ 

8H4543 

Fan 

5. 

Ntymmpni 

Gharghodi 

Raigtrh 

13037 

3220139 

Pat 

£ 

BkUnan 

Gharghndfl 

Ratgaih 

58L63 

942&61 

Part 

7. 

TabUpahJ 

Xlnnnffl - 

Kilgnh 

. 29527 

729J3KS9 

Ril 

& 

KiMhnmNiiifl 

Ldkinga 

Rngarh 

10123 

2600381 

Put 

9L 

Protected Freest 


Raigarfa 

365.67 

9032049 

Pan 




Total Area 

bectans 

51T4J7* 

KH 






(ttfxuxknately) 

{■j^roinaOdy) 



U*e- A-B-OGl-D-Dl'E-fil-E2-F:—The line stats from point “A stride (be Protected fbiea area of villty 
Bahumapali {Thana LjeJon&a), moves Eastward inside the forest up to point 'B 1 then moves suidiwanliimakitehnwt 
JJH0 point *C - then fnrtbo-moves eastward, eaten the northed part of the village Bichinara-tlrma fHue ghnda, rti tting it* 
western end eastern boundaries at point Cl md □ respectively, it mows ftrfber sovthward inside the villigc BktkinanapPj 
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paint □ E. cult the eastern boundary of said village, posse;; through the northern part of the village Lad urOi ah ua-[liana 
l.ielnnga readies pear the southern boundary of lhe same village at point £ -E H . It moves further in south-east direction 
along ihe norfiem pool of village Kadumiahiia up to point E1 ouLling sGuLh-east buutklary of [he same village. It further 
mnvw in sanje direction cutting north-east boundary of protected forest m point E2 and finally ends at point 'F" in lhe 
southern partpf the Mariakachhar village beynnd the protected forest. 

Lind F-F1-F1-F3-F4-G : The line starts from point H F in the southern part oF the Mariaiiiichhar village, it 
moves along fie bank of the river (h rough the points 'Ft. FI. F3, F4’ and finally terminates at point 'G’ in the. south-e&sL 
Khmer of lhe pillage Nayarampur ttana Gftargboda. 

LJiriGJT-Hl-I-J-K; lhe line Starts from poinl L G h in i he tillage Nayaiampur passes through villages Rnilterti- 
thana Gharghpda at point L H r andHI to the west direction uf point G.Then iL mo vra further in [he iJme direction upto point 
T’ in Salrfip^ i village- Ttthen moves towards rejrth upto point’T" near the northern boundary of village Salehpuli, il further 
moves eastward and ends at point H K’ nr-jr the southern boundary of village Chotigurha. 

LIm K-L-A; The liM suns from a point K h near the souihem boundary of vi llagc Chotigurha moves northwards 
passing tiuauch the villagers Choligurta* Ajijgarii and niters The proiecud ftHeJl uj4Q poim I..' and finally ends ru point 
L A’in the pn^ectcd forest north-east to fhc point H L'. 

IF. No. 4301 5WTOWPHIW-I] 

M SI lAHASUDEEN, Under Secy. 

I' 201[cHf 2007 

W.OT r . 2 WS,-^Nfl , T EMiK Tt Jlflfl ^1?1I ^ fa TTW? 4 ^vlf^lcl wjEEf E nn^Hsli ^fEElF fa4 FT# 

3|cf: -ti■filer MR h (31^ sfrt ]957 h (1957 20} {fatT 5?nf h»Ui?l 

sHftlflwfafll ^} E$t RRT 4 TFETTl ( ] ) FRT TRrl fflfalrtl 74^1 4 Ifll-irt.'* sjft 4 

Tt »v(l ■snri 1 surra t^n 4jst 

fE irfaljA"'ii -iHedd 3n4 anri Tffa iionVn "E. Tn-Zt/Tt.tft/ hT iru..' uh.I?. fft.-4(L J.T?t L (-57E I} cirfl^st 

10- L0-24H>6 ftr fcdwi, 3m tiibae^ ^ Tr^far, ijid.il.Et MMh, ees it -ft sns faffar, 

ilfCEr-2itH3tH!3^5^¥r Er i^.€l.il.il. ftiftrss/nTr ji14w, rKFft 

^5 r TiiPni3f r T3nflE7r-a2S30L ei ^ EFraispr (Efl^ l^vpr), Eipn t^tt fe^i 
it*iFn Us, TMt ei ?faar f^nw. i r 4uTkvi ¥tje 4H4.idi «-u-Avhi, 

?Kflia ^ i 1^1 ^1 

TE ^ art nitft i, Ifwb ^flt wftrfkqR ^ sjrtr 13 ^ 5^-mrr f7j 

^irif, slljr -am ^ viw4=( i vmnii ^J1 nivka ^ i? ikn 

Mirts/’mft iNN?, anilfTs t?i^fi 1 E“t, siks tute tz, 'wt&fa, rJffftiPT-S25J0L 

3T^ 

ElfFkl 

IEtH fl^uUrtlu (iwH.-frt * ) 

tair^.T^T. St.il. tft./tft. ^./^ii ^fl. a (i {er i 1 tow lo/lo/ioog 


E E. {JIM 

^pn 

EFT i 

fivF 

^ ^ET E 


feom 





4) 

(T^TE E) 


l. 

dllHlO 

14 

R HK , I4I->I 

I9i» 


W\ 

i ■eIeipi 

4i04lO 

15 

^Eirrapr 

144.4^ 

4M.32 

W\ 

3. T I T1T 

^rft 

19 

ddhtlHHI 

261.81 

F40-66 

EF1 

’ 




64&2T 

L5«lLSI?^T 






(eFIETT3 

(FEEn) 
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tfHff vfrl e 

*>“Ur; to toir ft"-5 FH ^ + '-tf aim iter bpt (ipt^-ij) ^ TBft fff t l+\ ifnpr 

^ ift^nq <7JW =t-14> ^MW (THR^L-19) ^lt^^^ J, l r, in wnMi I 

»-■*> i to \m FH ^ M in^i 4tw mu (tip ^-is)^ 

^BI *l-ff : W1 ^f*H it 1 'tt m ^ 7Tril 8tW7 '3TO Tm ^ ^wwfl siFf i\ rjtR# ^ "5^ UP! 4?l 

^WT J fcn LEM qtf 4ftnlg (*PT^L-l4) ^^ffcnl'lPl 

3TtwrIprcrt Jmmm*pfrjpftw?jfc## i 

T-TO t iwm^kPI (Hfl^t-15) ^Tjff MW ti>*t «a HW ^ VI ■& ftt fS7*a 

urn ^iftm'H {*3 "^"^ wravkH i 

: um ^«ri (wt^,-I 5) ^ Ttffar "^ h 3 ww iW jp ^ur ift Tj&tfr f an jm uw 

^ "3tff ^ w^h r*t*j '“'T * TO Mm 14 §■ i 


[faftttftt 4301 S/5/2tH3fi-'ftiflfWrfl«^ r l ] 
T£l TIBfrfN, 3T^ «r^W 


Nt* DeUttlbc 20bhiy, 2007 

S. O. 2tML — Whams it ippean to til t Oaml Gavanment Uni cut 1 a likely to be obtnmffrom tv fends 
QKiuiDDcd in the Schedule btitto 


Now, tberefnc, in craciu of the powers ttmfcurd by ub-wtifli (1)«f ftt^ti Ml 4 tit ibe Qhl Hnriig Am 
( AapJsitijoa and Dcvdopmcnl) Act, 1937 (20 of 1*57). Hk Ccrtnd ttovoTtUKOt feseby gins nHiCc of hi iOEdua Id 
prospect for coflJ fScein; 


The Plan No. NTFOCM/SBC4 0 VCHATT1 BAR1ATU4WQ] (R1 >dated tiie 10-10-2006 offl»ara cowed by 

dua noOfloiOOn cm be illgpecied b tf* offk^g nf rtir AL^Lrfltirmjtl n«wil M*fifcfl.i-r_rvwl V twrmg , KTTTT id IstFkXJTpTOIL 
Building, ScCtDr-1, Noid>-201501, Utt^Pradrsh at it the office of Addkkrtl Oners] Mmn&gp, Chflttf Stiriltu QmI MMflg 
PtajHt, NTPC Lid.. (Opp. Luani Petrol Pump), Old Bedans Rc*I, Nawiii#^. Huziribagh^lSMl orMl^cd^afOLied 
Oners! Mtauga (Explnrutno Oivifiioml, d’entnil Mine Plnnninj *nA h fedg^ iurtitutr , ry,nfl yi» nt py^r*, Kajhf Po *d. 
Ranchi Or it the office of (he Odd ConUolla, I r Council House Sheet, Kolkiln or it the office flf (t)p.DiArKt CdllectOt. 
riislrtl Hizurihagli, ihurUund. 

All pa™ impeded n the land amnd by Sir notification Aail ddiw all Majx, Quiti and otiKr documents 
lefcnedtD n nib^ection (T) of Scctmn 13 of the said Act to ifae Addiritml Oewil Mamjee, lUfatt. foal TUtninp 
PkvjnX NTPCLHL, (Opp. Lumi Petrol Pimp). Odd Beiumfiind, Niwri^}, HwtafMlSSOliWlfrfciitefr E^sffon 
the dofc of the ^ibUcatiCmof tins nctificticiii m the nffldsl famtu 

«SEDU£ 

Cbmi fttoian riul Mrnraj Bkw^ 


District: Hnyrihagfr. IbaMuud 

FteaN&KIPC>CM^GC14(l >CHAT11BAKlAlUOMl <R|] dated 10-10-2006 


51 Na 

Thana 

va^ 

NumSser 

District 

AtM (b bcHm) 

Aim 

ftnadfH) 

Etanaris 

1, ChMtibaritib 

Keradni 

H 

Hazaribaeh 

18936 

46920 

Pwt 

2 Jordag 

Kaalsi 

15 

Hazuffia^i 

19*46 

4X132 

Part 

3- Pafjr 

Kendari 

19 

Hizinln^) 

261^1 

G4fi«6 

Pan 




Tobl 

6463 $ 

(bectarts) 

159*48 

(acres) 
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affil t 33, 3007/WT6,1929 


4*57 


NnrDdhi. He 23nJ JAy, 3007 

&0. 2*M-Whm« ot Ik pAjbcwtkr* of (Iw nttifiplin of the OWHIHHPt °f lj» li MMrtiy of 

Coal vide lumdrcr &. 0 .433 dated the 71b Primary ZOOTpiAttlhed In the CDdlcof MUa ll FatiH, Smsi*\*lfc*Ktfoa 
(iii dated the 17th February, 3007 itiutd mdv srtvSwim (1) of Stctin 9 of Ac Coal fetrthfi Am (AopAtfno ui 
t>rveiopinnit)A£b 1957 (20 of 1957) (^jihhOet retired tt u Ae aid Act^ lie right* fttt mA* fowfo fe«a*od il to 
Schodnle appended lo I be aid lWtffleatioa (benenafter retired k> at Ae aid ngh**) itoeltfslT ™ *e CeAral 

GormimcnL free from all cncwhbtanCM under inb-aectkn (1) of SodiOft JO of A* aid M 

And whereas Ac Centra] Guvenras* is satisfied that the South Eakn Coalficldi lirartcd, flikipy 
a Govermneol Comwriy (h*r«hraJta referred to » Ae cmpany), is wfllAg Ip comply with red kmt«d OOndttkxWM Ac 
CtAnl Government Hunks Jil lo xnpOtt in AM beb*lf; 

Haw, thezE&HE.inexEreKof to pO*m »flfen»d by af>-5cdifre (1) of $KtkM 11 of tie uid Act, As Cnlnl 
Govtmtemt htttby direct* that the saad rights in ot over Ac fund tt vested, shall wrAeffbcJ fra* Ac 17th FAdfly, Jttift 
instead of coo timing (o so vest il At Centra) t^^vernmetil, vest a the said crx^Miy, subject to the faftraAng Ana* Ad 
conditions. namely:— 

1. The uid cnrip*My Anil readme Ac Cent*] GtwttmtWlI til psyiwA made io reject dl compe ns a ti o n , 
is Iciest*. damgH end Iht Hie, at delonmed infer Ae pamiEk™ of the uid Ad; 

2. A tf ihunal ehtll be cankiMicd for the purpose of dd Huhw g Ac mwm payable loAe Cnml OpVtrnnwdby 
ik ^aid company inkr condituQ (1), and all expenditure incurred in fflmff tiM with my such trltuaJ tad 
per tots appealed to tirist the U&unl AaS be bone by the slid company tad inlacty, aU cxpeadUtn 
iacuired in respect ol ad legal proceedings bkc^ipcil&eltn fore* ifl cotmeeiionwith Ac said light 1* W over to 
uid lands, u itslrag diilt ibo be bone by the said coipaij; 

3. The mid company shall mriejaarfy the Central Ottvc i i n cid and H* offidi&l Igwit ny qAp ii^n n lilair 1 At 
tuy be necessary fa canpoctna with any pfoc«dmjp by or igmut Ac Cfeaha) OovenuHt m in afjfciib 
regard]og the ™d rights ji or over Ac l™fc bo vesting; 

4. The uid compnay iht|| tfflve no power to transfer the lands aad laid rigjME ii Or Olrtf Ah land fd ^4vd 1o any 

oAcr pawn wflhtrel % |«vinuG approval of Ac Ceautl CkwHreoeiii; Hd 

5. The saJd company thill *h*4c by such direcnons and iconditioni as ipgy hp jjiW V imposed by Ae Otntml 

Ocvernncnl for pnitnilir treat of the aid ladt and right* A of over Hb InA lH when nnHHCy. 

p&NfL OOlSlVMMffSlW] 
WlARABUneaH, (JWerS&y. 


JAyftv % 

IJTTf,2«17 

w n «i r 2M7 T —io^w-ftw(4) 
^ apm ^ aftr si if Hi* ^ti tfuffw ^ oirfMi ifftaPn At A loril A Pt^lftlChw aiiftiJ A, 

r^-rw> so it «lw uft?w whrtp ^ lk-0 isr vAmt^inii^pii, a«B t 

wVm iPPVVs 

l ft-swH 
q<i3w< jpwfrift 

snftei HRit S^f if^T, 1#^ ^5pflWT-751007 

i ft^WH ^KVr*w 

tpA At fcA w F pt*| ^fe F 

ftamr^NBT-ESii^ ffHavN) 
i ft.^ i n ^R i mo td^ WWl 

[T2H iW'd ^ vrf «m H TiWT 4 * f 

™ni F TiAt3i-piMi 
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A ffe^MIH 

zffrM, ^S(|-40WV?4 
i ^IIham ii'ittm faE*t2s 

^ ^rafcjw, ^TtcrtW tWt 

H-i, 

ai!tt^pi-4fl22oa 

6. ; t*A IfriMk 

^rar, wfT ^TT 
^7/25, Tl Tnif-Vl 

+^W0004 (cltennj) 

, [TL lL01]/]/2007CftH^>l 

flr-Tffl TT flSTl 1 * (TT^T. J 

MIM^TKY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 1 3lfi July, 3007 

2*57. —[n pursuance of 5<± Ride (4) of Rule I Oof the Official Language (0* far official purposes of the 
Untoo}Rulfc, 197$, the Centra1 GoveoroetU Juefcjr notifies lie following office* of theKublit Sortm-UndHlakiiig* under 
tbeskninH^allveanttot of fe Mniffiyof Efetroteutn And NatunJ G*s, id which the 30 or more pet cent staff hive wqwtrKl 
woifcinj kiUwlbdgo of HHvdi:— 


I- fciinduBtHDPBtnM<aimCoi^^ 
Bhubaneswar Direr Sale* RigkjraJ Office 
AkA Bhtti CornpLea, 
i5th Floor, ShabidNatir 
phihflniSwa/-75 ] 007 


2. Hindustan Putroiesm Corporator Limited 
Ranchi Hmi Depot 
PBt Office Maiur. Rjungirh Cent, 
fret Hnar fctgM29l 17 (Jhirttaad) 

1 Hhdutmi ^tmlaiin OwpofllciAn Limited 
ir*tH«ijjr Ke&dt Regional Office 
(Op^SurMitf:) 
bflrma Mates, Station Head, 

^aunagar, Janulie^Kir-531001 
4. j firvlntta n Petroleum Corpocii>rn , i I jmit^fl 
^flhul Terminal, 

Mmcb6i-4CO'J74 


5. Hindustan Petroleum Cmpfiiiiiitn 1 imiiwi 
Mumtia Regional Office 
UsarT JO Plant 


A-Z, Usar Iqdutrial Area 
Alibagh Doha Road, Al^agti-4ti2203 


h Engineer* InduLimked 
t>«ilaiu Tower, lsf Floor 
J 7 / 2 fl, Dr. jjaHhaltridMH fialfl j 
kiiyilaptn, Omui-tiOOttM (Ifcnilnadu) 

[No. 11011 /1/2007(11 ini fj] 
JANIClAmjJA, Dy. Director(0I-) 








47 59 


[wrn-wn 3 <u>] w\ Tim : 2 &„ 2007 tiwwt, ims 

■ II | _ _ 


iw miwi 

Tf'fcvft.SS *fT h 2007 

1»TH 209BL—dJWtfhtfaqKflWftip^ 1947 (HH7 
4*1 H) till WTI 17 4i ■wjtft'vi ^f p twai* ^ 

y4qd^ ^ afc 34^ whrriJ ^ flfeys^ati 

ti P-fRv -sjlfltPi* ftms Bwnr 

SiftraTOW ^ D,4( 

21/2M5) ^W4ftw *^l+ J ^^fl«K+K^2S-*-2007 

(4L V^-41012/H17«002-^ «H{7ft-n)] 

3TW ^IB ] fe, ^Tf Jifti^iJ) 

WMSTHY OF LABOUR 
Mew Delhi the 29th Juh> 2007 
S.O, 3091.— hi Ptnuaoce of Section 17 of the 
iDdnfilri^ Disputes An, 1947 {14 of 1947), the CemjTlJ 
GuvShmdciM hereby publishes the award (Rtf. No. 21 of 
2005} of I he Central GoitamnitAidiBliiil Tribunal-crun- 
LiboorCoyrt No, It, New Delhi u dtown Lb the Amnure 
io the hkhstrial Dispute between be employtt& in relation 
to the nimtHHi of Doocdarshan and their workman, 
which Wis received by the Caudal OovflTimhll on 
3W-3W7. 

(Ncl L4300I07CP(H-BI(C-ID] 
AJAYKUMARGAUR, Desk Officer 
AMCXtftE 

B£VQGElTC£tt^IDiNG(WElCEK, CENTRAL 
G0YEKrAKNTDW]STElALTBlBW4L4^JM. 

labour (dobt-ii, raewDELHi 

Rraridhig Officer; ICRRni LD.NoJJ/2005 

FRE®4T: 

SlrD,V, Nudi _. 1st Party 

Shri Ur M, Kaki . 20^1 Party 

In the matter af:— 

ShriLilClmdBmwil, 
c/o. The PrcsWetit. 

Cupeoten and Paiutra Employee* Association, 
Akashvati sad DoouWrgn Kentfca, 

Alcuhvoi Bbawtag hrlimHit Street, 

NewDtfla-l 10001 

Vmu 

The Director OeaeraJ, 

IW mlinhni, 

PnsMi Biiarti (Broadcasting Corporation of India), 

Mandi Home, 

NowDdii. 

AWARD 

TheMunstiy ofLabour by its letter No. L-42012/107/ 
2002 m fC 41) Ccttml C^vwiwDent dt 21-2-2005has referral 
the following point ftu idjudkitiDiL 


The point mn&as beteuhkr:— 

"Whether the action of (he nunagWTWrt of PrawtT 
Bhirli,' BrOadcaEting Corporation of India 
fDoordarnlian) in justified by not pvfhg promotional 
avenues and rationalization benefits (0 (he 
Cupeoters and Partners, which wu given to other 
cafciprieacif workmen? If hot,tov4iatRlfef workmen 
are entitled." 

The Union on behalf of the workmen his filed claim 
statement In (he claim statement il lus been staled dm 
the Carpenters and painters Employees AyaociatioQ, 
Akashvani and Dooidars ban Kendna is a registered body 
of carpenters and painters employed in various Eeukas of 
Doocdarshan and is competent to raise Industrial Dispute 
about service and working conditions of these categories. 
The Executive Committee of the Assoc ration has resolved 
to espouse the cases of the conconed workmen involving 
grow discrimlnat ion in the matter of granting than proper 
fee soles, rationalization of titer fee stales and giving 
them promotional a vetoes etc. and also io iep i «m then- 
cases before this HooTte Tributel. 

That the tele vision had its' inception in India in 
September, 1 959 as a put and parcel of All liriu Radio, 
having the seme deadgnatin^ate^HiK of posts, same 
foe ranges (prior do I- i(M964) same foe scab funedued 
for foe first time wA.f. 1-10-1964) as well is same service 
and working conditions for the jtaff Artists of bath 
TelevKion and All Indian Radio employed on contract 
basin. TV had special requirements of its ownand required 
special skUkferputw which ihb acame to comely intiie 
early days of television's Inception m India. 

Thai the q^dlmaa twe jWU rirMiigHy drilled workmen 
and belnqg te the otewhfle cadie Of Staff AltfetS H it was 
al the time of inctptkn of TV ia indu hi 1959. They une 
initially employed against tite same categories of posts 
and ia the same fee nnges/foe scales as then prevailed in 
AE India Radio. La other winds, distract caangprics of posts 
and their foe ranges/fee scales or distinct promotional 

avenues for time in the specialized categories of (faff 
artist posts on TV side of All India Radio had not been 
provided ihen L 

Thai the Dhectnr General, All ]ndhlRadio »w then 
the Administrative Head of the Department of All India 
Radio which (ben inducted TV aho. No icauhmml rales 
wnr fmmed for the staff artiste tiwti- The assignments 

given to h™ by Act superior! were verbal, dunging 

firai tnetotjrtefotnete tite rapfavnents ofTVftupufnrae* 
and tome times overlapping. It was id such circumstances 
that the applicant* were recruited and performed skilled/ 
highly skilled and specialized nature of jobs as were 
ftm ignrd tD them to meat Bit ijnniadiate.requirements of 
new and gtuwtngaudiovigua] media in India it Tdevwon. 

That the Carpenters and Painter* employed in 
Television Centre* of All India Radio all ovn the Country 
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We been ha riqg a long standing grievance igniuEi the 
rrmuipan eni ?i r er tbe. {tun of ippuprigu fee scales as 
piescrihtil it 1964 and icvised viVr Subsequent 
Gavemmaits Orders as well as creation of piumdioiu] 
avenues vis -1 -™ other staff artists, who in 1964 were 
holding the tame fee-scales as the applicants. The 
applicant art also aggrieved or account of aon-removal 
of di^pArity/a wmaly in the matter of pay and pay scales 
which result® I it tbt internal diffeiWTtiaJs pets hi ting; uiw 
dteytassiuE the intrcKluctioo of incronentaJ fee scales 
wef. 1 -I-] 96 t fbr all flic staff artjUscategorira in All hulia 
Radio, which then included Television also. This initial 
dispartly/anot iaiy in the case of the applicants in the root 

cause of their ong standing grievances foteotpresoibuig 
fi e scales, tot tkm unita various jpvanneill 
oidaxaswell as for Out creating the promotional avenues 
vis-a-vis ctht 1 staff artists appointed initially in the same 
fee scales as i be applicants. 

Thai in view of the aforesaid brief background, the 
association 1 imitoly requests this Hoo'ble Tribunal to 
intervene an< determine die |nnnt Industrial Dispute 
between the V ofkers and the IttUH^mem In secure for the 
dnamfi/fu kum belated jiBrioe nnrtrr hie rules and law. 

I 

That Ctrpenlers and Painter* joined Television 


Broadcasting, tbe adnmuBirntivE Mmshy for the uid media 
units. 

Tbs* during tbe development ofTV In TpHl* die posts 
of Set Supervisors (Production Assistants'Sets) 
crested in be Scenic Section of TV Centres, ABEL The Floor 
Assistants were given tbe promotional avenues for the 
Said posts of set supervisors. This was done alitnrily 
ignoring the claim of carpenters rtntrl painbis who vrae 
having practical experience of the job relating to rets 
oonflructionferection etc. snd were also having technical 
qualification/expertise being skilled/highly (killed At 
Carpenteis/Faiutcrs. On the other hand, the Floor 
Assistants had DO such ledmical qualification andeKp^rine 
for the above said jobs, besides the fact that they ^Ifgvh 
assisted the carpenters and painters in then jobs viz. sets 
erection, sals decoration etc. This was a clear case of 
discrimination under the Law whereby the senior and bettn 
quitifiedtotpenanced shilled cuployredfinniDiiiirie! were 
made junior and subtndinartc to their own juniors earlier 
providing them hdp/asEiRuncc in their above Mid jobs 
relating to sets erection. 

That due to such discriminatory treatment to the 
claimanb/applicafvl& In the matter of initial tuition of 
appropriate fee scales And creationof promotional mnw 


Centre in the cadre Of Staff Artists in die early days its e[C< lilc y suffered both horizontal and vertical inter-se 

inception I9J I, which was then part Hid parcel of All India relatives, vis-a-vis oilitri in the cadre of Staff Artists as 

Radio, to tiny out tbe work connected with sets well as Suffered Idee of circa poqieds. advaKfllKnl it 


construction, iset* erection, sets painting and decoration 
etc. as per 1h^ scenic design given to them to meet the 
requirement! of various dramas, dances and Other 
programaws, ^ he recorded and tdocaot by TV Centre, All 
India Radio. 

That pa rt from the aforesaid-duties, (he applicants 
were also ret mred to prepare wood carvipgfi, paintings 
will tanging! etc. os well A£ carry out other highly ok it ted 
and specialty <3 nature of jobs nmncdsd with historical 
plays/progn mraes and outside bioadca&ts/li ve 
trananiasions from different parts ef the city- 

That ihre being do distinct posts with distinct pay 
scales Or filal: Structure different distinct from the one 
existing for |lR Staff Artists, Television Staff Artists 
including thejapplbcttlS were appointed and granted the 
same fee SCA ES as applicable in the case of equivalent 
posts in All l|dia Radio. Also, lhae being no staff artists 
posts fot Such skilled and special eed nature of jobs in AIR 
Staff Structur i, Television Staff Artists were appointed id 
die SUM fte s^olesffbe ranges as prescribed for production 
staff in AIR if; Production Assistants,Producers etc. is 
prevailing in JtlRthen. 

ThaL pr lt to 1964, the Staff Artists including tbe 
applicants m PC paid consolidated fees in the prescribed 
fee ranges, wl jeh were replaced with regular incremental 
fee Scales u macrihtd for all stiff artists of All India 
Radio w.c.f I I (M964 by the Ministry of Information And 


career h sodal status and consequcntpl internal Jiffew thlit, 
as well os suffered many other Such disabilities for no fault 
of tbedn and doe t> discrimi nafory treatment meted OuE to 
them. 

Tha* the management set up a committee in the year 
1966 “to go into the question ofreviikffl of fee scales (dr 
Staff Artists engaged un TV side of AIR and Id make 
.Suitable iccofontcndaliniis in this regard. Tie committee 
examined various aspects of the problem including Arduous 
nature of work in TV n mentioned mthc (xjcninitlec’sicpnft 
The cnnuiuHec considered emoluments of COPtpuaMt or 
analogous categories of ]«tf$otuid On sound broadcasting 
side of AIR and Films Division etc, Thereiqxjn the scales 
of a few comparable categories viz. producers, cameraman 
etc. (were revised upward with creation of promotional 
avenues for them. The claim of the carpenters And punters 
was completely overlooked und ignored arbitrarily which 
further increased tine internal relatives, inter-se relatives 
And internal differentials in pay scales of Staff artists in TV. 
Tbe committee did not even recommend correction of their 
existing fee scale oF Rs. 133-195 to bring it at par with the 
then existing fee .Stale in AIR viz. Ri. 133-340. 

That w .c.f. | -4- 1971 [he fee Seales uf staff artists- of 
AIR were rational ii<(1. The rationalizatiHi was undertaken 
to replace (he existing non-rccognizcd tec scales of Staff 
artists with the recogmzed/SEUDdard fee scales of regular 
Covenunenl servants employed in AIR wbkh included TV 
also. In the process of rationalization, the scales of AIR 
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Slltf AttilbuKiE revised upwml A copy ofMinidrj of 
I & B order dated 7th TOmiry, 1972 is Huwwd herewith 
■nJ nurlqlBi Aiw^njffW-11, 

That perusal of Aaattuit W-Q would reveal due 
evcq though TV was part and parcel of AIR and Director 
Oaten), AIR was the Aduriaistmiive Head, yet die sales 
of Staff Aituts of TV bcludhig due of the Ctopflim 
and PtnUmrac not ntuuliinl w_e_f 1-4-1971 which 
was an act amounting lo oul and out dtecriinmalioa for the 

Stiff ttrtBtX of TV + intiliirimg fle r JiimuKi The ut re mit 
of this disEximiiiatkra was that the, ictlea of b applicants 
became town than awn tht« staff artists of AIR who 
were dulially prescribed in 1964 die «mr kbIe as the 
■wlirami and Ads further widened the Eafter-« relatives 
and LnitmaJ *Eferentials- Clearly then the action of the 
m j iupwriffir w» Midair, arbitrary end dlseriminaiory and 
violative of the well recognized principles of equality 
cnriirinnd in Articles 14 end 16 of the Coostiniliou of 
India. 

Thai w.cJ. 1-1-1973 die fas scale* of staff artiste of 
AlRAXwrdaiahaa were further reviled cm At emtogy Df 
3rd Pay CofflmiUniL Sin the scale a of the applicants 
werencntinuadueti w.tf, 1-4- lS7t,6ey rtontd a Ipafr 
revised scale wjc.f, 1-1-1973 via-n-vis Ac stuff artists of 
AJR wio were ioilially prescribed is 1964 the gn*-- fee 
scales u the applicants to Him regard > comparative 
SUKUHOts is amiexEd herewith and marked as AsfKKUTe 
W-Hl, which would bring the anomaly vividly. 

That the Oingflunt admitted the existence of 
anomaly is the matter of rcviitou of fan scales and 
accordingly a committee hr-wWl by Dr. I*hwar Dess was 
ctmstmited to July, 1977. In its report the committee 
concluded Aal: 

1 'While flat scales of the staff aftirfi id AtK were 

iarioualind w.a.f 1-4-1971, the Staff Srtim of 

Dticritanban were left our from die scope of this 

r atinn a liratk io.: (page 3 of the report)” 

That despite dear adtuinkm of anomaly arising out 
of arbitrary and discriminatory action of the management, 
tfaeoonnAtH did not apply Ibe criteria tor ntfcmhlizatiim 
at per orders of 6 k MtoLmy qfl and B dated 7th February, 
1972 (Annexart W-JT> ami as such did not take any 
conedive acrioo to remove the anomaly hi the revision of 
£et scales of the xppticmm and Aos Ae matter relating to 
pay parity under the rules and low has remained in limbo 
since Aal 

Ihat^dbecquady Aring the development of TV 
the BHagenent constituted some mote committees to 
streamline Ac surict cooditioiis of staff artists of TV 
including providing them promotional avenues after 
declaring them Goveramenl servants and thereafter 
merging Aeir pods whb Ae posts of regular OamoBtedt 
servants in AUtAtood&nhteL HEat^nia of carpenters 
ami pmnfcn wnr once agari totally ignored and left out 


awl rfiii t4njy Piffft gH irtiM! dipJlirtrt and ttitr riaiririiM 

atAe hands of the w*»* y m H il'. 

Thai far certain categories la TV, Selection Grades 
w« prescribed ou Ac analogy of the scales pres cr ibed 
for regular Government savants, But riiceAeicateaof 
the applicaotes were not brou^l at jw whir Ac scales of 
regular GawnmHl hiUe wxf. 1-4-1971, AeSdcctnm 
Ginks prescribed for the category of applicants were loner 
thanoAm and hafrHtqyiu|ihk: which farthtu excited 
internal differential in Ae matter of p^y parity to (hem inder 
the Go vernm ent orders and kw\ 

Tht! in iu^ jih j S K^h filrH uff iHiit Jihjmjil fn itir 

written statement it has been stated that the Oowmrent 
of India have cadblly conridoed the pruHiaa of such 
Cadres of All Ministnca/DcptlK, »mt a scheme called 
A*&med OreerftupcHXHtScbeme has been* 'yisedtnd 
jnttfr wtuch two financial i^^pdariou are 
granted iq the higher scales to those employees who have 
not received aay promotion even after putting 12 yean 
and 24 years Of service. The Carpcmm rod hkhn are 
thgibfetor ACPandhave been panted 1st sod 2nd SnucU 
nppadationweJ. 99M999. 

The HonTle Supreme Cbothhe tadmalj^ral 
hi Ac Case of Union pf India Vs. Hnihii avi hit given an 
Older DU the subject Of pay scales winch an: aa under ■— 

"BeforepfcimgwTththis appeal, wefed iaqnihd k> 
mike a few clnmvariDui. Om past few wuelto, we 
hn* come across, several matters deckled by An 
Adiniaisirative Tkibunala on Ae qL^Etkm of pay 
scales, Wehaw noticed that qmlaaftor. theTribtmali 
arc umafering wiA pay ecales without proper reasons 
and without being conreku of the fact dm riurim 
of pay ia not Au: function. It is the tooction of the 
Government which normally acta on the 
reommendfltiQIH of the pay CHttmiariAlL Change of 
pay scales of a category hai; cascading effect on 
beiotI other categories sdmUaily rttu and aa well as 
those situated above and below; put feumurind Anh 
claims on the basis of such change- The Tribunals 
should realize that interfering with the prescribed 
pay acales is a BtriouE mai^. 4 Tbe pay commlsxloff 
which goes into the problems at great depth and 
happens tc have a fllU picture before it is Ac propre 
authority A decide upon fiis issue”- Very often, the 
doctrine of 1 “equal pay ftir equal wtuit 4 " is abo being 
misutdemnd ami mis applied, freely reviling and 
cabBiKtog Ac pay bciJb amo» Ae hoard. We hope 
and trust that the Tribunal Will euitise due restraint 
to the mlfer." 

Tbm Ary have raised Ibe Issue datiagbarii'to 1964 
and 1971 when Doordatshan was nut covreed under the 
Industrial Disputes Act. They canrwi mitt: the iaaneu 
pertaining lo he period whm IXurdarshan w®j not covered 
under Ae Indumrial Dupuis Act 
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TTiat frey have not disclosed whether btse issues 
wrcesriier jibed or not and in Win* fenms. Bi (be absence 
of mefa Hdisiksmc* it is presumed that they might have 
Hiscd thoaissues in different lothm* and be hhk must 
have teen i^cAd on meri fe¬ 
lted that Ac issue raised by be Association 
InJ cannot be illowud to he raised if ter Ific 
jjoafSr Moreover faur ply comuitssicms were 
yv the Government of Iodta_ TV Association 
taken up die mater wib the duty constituted 
ns respondents xre concerned » disparity in 
And internal diffcnentuLs perttrting over the 
]-IO- 1964 is hr as paxtodoniJ avuius are 


Lit 

is time hsrr4d 
gap of 40 
constituted 
should havej 
body. As fa^ 

the. pay seriis 



yrarj wa ,f. 

COAOmsi 

The educational *nd other qualifications requited 
for the of Carpenters are U nuHtr :— 

“fl&ijld have passed Middle School/Sth Class 
land a certificate or diploma in cupciitiy 
. recognized Institute tir not less (fag 3 years 
in Woodcraft in a firm ur Government 

11k e Locational and other quailfientions required 
for the post* hf Printer are the following >- 

Abilrt 1 to rend aivd write in any laoptj^ and a 
mipiniuni of 3 years experience of palming sets in 
stages Film of Television, It nay be mentioned in 
this re iird that in Govemmeal of India a person 
havinc these qualifications are ncnnalfy categorized 
as Greup “Lf" Employees and given the pay scale of 
Re. 25| Hawew Dnwdiriun « 

. providing them tbe pay scale of Rs. 4000- LtXkfiOOO 
whicliks applicable to Ore Up "C" posts. They have 
alflo be si granted firet/ftecood fawnc iti Upgradations 
under be ACP in be higher scale Of Rs. 45CB-125- 
7000 1 first upgraded on) and Rs. 5000-150-6000 
(swoo I up gradation), They were employed to do 
be WO rk of carped try and printing. 

That tt c Floor Assistants have higher rpalificalions 
bm be Cat (tenters and Pain [Ml. The educational and 
ober Vialifr at ions for beposfc of Eloor Aasidant are the 
following j— 

jlatian or its equivalent and three years" 
jin handling erection of sets hi stage. Film 
- LSion and Good Ptiysirgrc and capacity for 
; strenuous physical work. 4 * 

The FI for Assistants have a varied sphere of duties 
ranging from porting do &e floor intheatudkg <st erection 
and dSamandlipg and working in drift farrecordrigArlocasL 
It would tfatnfere be wrangto oangrara thuPIrwr A«i 
K> tbe-Caipetitera and Painters. As stated iq para (5) be 
Floor AsslstmilE are better qualified b*n rhr carpenters 
and Painters pave a varied sphere of duties The duties 
and reaponsibLlHicB being performed by Floor Assistants 
are higher Ihfn Carpenters and Painters The Carpenters 



and papqKrs have knowledge confined to their respective 
field*. Tbe incumbents or posts of Caipcntei/ftdnter wfm 
are less qualified tattrtOL be expected to periom be duties 
of higher posts like Production Assistants, Floor Manager, 
PlvX, TREX etc. Therefore, ii was bund just and appropriate 
to give promotional avenues to be Floor Assistants and 
uni to be Carpenters and Painters, It is (knicd that the 
Floor Assistants wWe junior to the Carpenter* ard Painfeus 
Both be Floor Assistants and the Carpeofen and Painters 
have always, bad be same fee scale even, now bey 
have the same pay Stale even though the educational 
ifialifiCicions possessed by the floor Assistants are higher. 

Thai already stated in the above paras hmnr. fame 
is no discrimination in the fee scale uf Gnrpetecr/Phinter 
are concerned. However, ii is not denied that there is no 
promotional avenues for them. In Lhis connection it is slated 
that the cadre of Carpenter is an isolated one having no 
promotional avenues. Government of India hav* carefully 
considered the problems of such cadres of all Ministries/ 
Department* and a scheme called Assured Career 
Pro grass toil Scheme has been devised unit imp loner tad 
under which two financial upgrade lions are gramed iq (he 
higher scales to those employees who have not received 
any promotion even after putting 12 yenn arid 24 years of 
service. The Carpenters and Farmers are eligible for ACF 
and have been grained Island 2nd financial upgredatiun 
we.f. 9*1999. 

That be committee gave its recommendation after 
due consideration and the management bus no comments 
to offer in be matter dating back to 1964. In be absence of 
sitcb disclosures Et is presu med bai they might have raised 
these issues id different forums Mid the Same miKt hayc 
been rejected on merits. Moreover I'burth Phy Commits inn 
wan constituted for be purpo*e by the Gcverrunerl of 
India in between and the Association should have taken 
up beir grievances with fae Commission. 

The workmen ■ ajgjl icants have filed nqjoinder. In the 
rejoinder they have reiterated the av^rmefllS uf this claim 
statement and have denied most of the paras of tbe written 
statemen. The management has also denied most of ifc 
pvas Of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the panties has been taken. 

Heard argument* from both the sides and perused 
the paper* On The reoond. 

It was submitted Inm tbe side of the workmen that 
the Catpcuiers and Primers wet* initially employed jgainsL 
be same categories of posts and in be same Pee ranges/ 
fee scales as ben prevailed In All Lidia Radio. In ober 
words, distinct promotional avenues for those in be 
specialized categories of steff artist posts Otl TV of All 
India Radio had not been provjded ben. 

It was further suhniiiied that no recruitment rides 
were framed far rhe stall' artists then. The assignments 
given (0 (hern by their superiors were vcrtMl, changing 
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and somedmes over-lopping. It was in such oinCU instances 
that the applicants were recruited and performed skilled/ 
highly skilled and specialized nature of jobs is were 
aligned so them to meet Hie immediate requirements of 
□ew and growing audio-visual media in Ihdiai.c. TelevisiM. 

It was submitted that this initial disparily/arwmaly in 
the ease (if the applicants is the mot cause of their kODg 
standing grievances for not prescribing appropriate fee 
scales fur them under various Government orders as wel I 
as for nor seating the promotional avenues vis-a-vis other 
staff artist appointed initially in the same fee scales as the 
applicants. 

It mas submitted that dining the development of TV 
in Indian the posts of Sel Supervisors ^Production 
AsSECOrtLv Sets) were created in the Scenic Section of TV 
Centres. AIR. The Floor Assistants were given the 
pfomoliouo] avenues fur the said posts of set silpervisOTS- 
This was done arbitrarily ignoring the claim of carpenters 
and painters who were having practical experience of the 
job relating |n sets conMmctioii/erection etc. and weir 
also having technical qualifkatiorVexpeTtise being skilled/ 
highly skilled as Carpenters/Paintcrs. On the other hand,, 
the Floor Assistants bad no such technical qualification 
andespatise for tbe above said jobs, besides the fact that 
they hrlped/assisted the carpenters and painters in their 
jots l,i;. nets erection, sets decoration eic. 

It was further submitted that [ha management/ 
respondents hive made discrimination. The junior to better 
qualified/experienced stilled employees and fuiK^itmaries 
were made junior in subordinate » their own juniors earlier 
providing them he I p/a sad stance in their above said jobs 
relating to sets erection. 

It was further submitted that a cn mini I lee was 
constituted and thereafter the scales of a few comparable 
categories vet Producers, Cameraman etc. wore revised 
UpWOfd w ith oeatioD of promotional avenues for them and 
the claim of Cuptntri and Rainers was overlooked and 
ignored arbitrarily. 

It was fruiter submitted that rationalization was 
undertaken W replace lbt existing nun-rcoogpiaed lee scales 
L>i staff artists with tte neeognized/standard fee scales of 
regular Government servants employed In AIR which 
included TV also. In tte process of ratiumfeotian, the stales 
of AIR staff artists were revised upward but there is no 
revision I>f the scales of carpenters and painters w.e.f, 
I -4-1971. The fee scales of staff artists of AIR/Doordarshan 
was bather revised on the analogy of 3rd Pay Commission 
but the Carpenters and Painters received the lower revised 
scales w.e.f. M-1973 rij u-vii the staff arrists of AIR 
whereas (he initially prescribed fee scales in 196* there is 
anomaly. Tbe scales of the staff artists in AIR were 
rationalized w.e.f. I-4-1971 but the staff artists nf 
Doofdar&yan were left oul. - 


lr was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workmen have raised the issue dating back (0 J %4 
and 1971 when Doordarsban was i»t covered under the 
Industrial Disputes Act. They cannot raise the issues 
pertaining B the period when Dourdarstiafl was not covered 
under |hc Industrial Disputes Act. 

U was further submitted that they have not disclosed 
whether theac issues werefttflier raised or not and in which 
forum. In the absence of such disclosures it is presumed 
[hat they might have raised these issues in differeuL forums 
and Ihe same must have been rejected on merits. 

U was further submitted that the issue iei*ed by the 
Association is time boned and cannot be allowed LO be 
raised after [he gap of 40 years. Moreover four pay 
commtssimis wse cotisliwned by the Government of India.' 

It was timber submitted that there is difference in 
educational qualification of Carpenters and Painters. Tte 
minimum qualification for Hie Carpenters and Tain Lets is 
flth class pass whereas for Floor Assistants ii i,'. 
Matriculate. 

Age snd qualifkaiion are not to he considered after 
Higy nwii. Hdrcatunai qualification is always consideied 
j[ the little of enjtagcmenL The minimum qnal ifreation for 
Carpenters and Painters was Ath class pass and lh rce years 
professional experience whereas for Floor Assistants ii 
was raised to Matriculateor its equivalent. The qualification 
regarding experience remained the same, so no distinction 
can be made on the basis of educational qualification of 
6th elflSS pffiS and matriculate. Tte Carpenters and Pa inters 
were found blue able for engage me nt after 6tb class pass at 
the relevant time. Raising of the qnalificutiou thereafter 
cwmot mean that the Carpenters and Painters are not 
properly qualified The ptea of education ill qualification 
cannot be treated at this stage. 

It was further submitted by the msni^mciit that 
indeed there is no promotional avenues fear the Carpenters 
and Painters whereas Floor Assistance have promotional 
avenues. 

Tt is settled law (hji creation of poSIS is the 
prerogative of the Government. The Courts cannot abolish 
and create posts. Ii is. the duty of the Government B make 
polity decision regarding promotional avenues. The policy 
also cannot be mcerfered with. 

My attention was drawn to the case of llnkm of 
India Vs. Haryana of the Jkm'ble Supreme Court. However, 
citation is not made aval I able. 

<l Before porting wittl (his appeal, we feel imperiled to 
make a few observations. Over past few weeks, we have 
oomc across several mailers decided by the Administrative 
Tribunals on the question of pay scale. We have noticed 
hart quite Often the Tribunals are imerfef ipg with pay.stales 
wilhiouL proper reasons and without being consdOtlS of 
[he fact that fixation of pay is apt their function. It is the 
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fun action [he Government which normally acts nr. the 
racommeDdttionF: of rlsep&y oonunision.'" 

lit if of course Hue that the pay scaJes Lire decided hy 
the Govtrrafrent and there CM be no interference foUliiere 
are cases wTfere there is disparity in pay sates. The persons 
discharging'same duties are entitled Id get equal pay in 
view of lie ^quality clanise of (he constitution and whatever 
[hen; is anomaly the. Court can interfere. The Government 
dionld be fjr in action. Whereveilhere is unfairness Ttie 
Courts arc t^ity bound to indicate (he disparity mid to give 
direction accordingly. 

The r^attfr of Carpenters and Pa idler has not been 
tattoo by lhe|Fuy Commission. Perhaps the Carpenters and 
Pa i fliers do fiot come under any category of Government 
«npJoye«. ftowever, on Ibc basis of 3rd Pay Commission 
the ClTpaitrs and PsilUerS have been granted Isl and 
2nd financial upgrudatioo w.e.f. 09-08- 1999. 

It becomes further vivid from the memo dated 
5-3-1977 thfeL the Floor AssisLams were given the pay 
seal* of Rs. a.UMf' 370- 10-100 EB-1 IM'BO. Similar is the 
ffndation t>l Carpenters, Painters and Tailors, so in i()7? 
Floor Assigns and Carpenters and Fainter? w^re placed 
id Lhe same ^vised pay scales in which the Floor Assistants 
were placedj ft implies that lhe duties assigned to lhe Root 
A ssistance, [Caipenlers and Painters was the same and 
same pay slide was applicable W them. It appears dial 
there are n{ promotional avenues for Carpenters and 
tamler?. Thi Floor Assistant have been given promotions 
and pay icv^ion after promotion- Siidi facilities have not 
hfeu piovidid u> the Carpenters and PairuerS but Ihe matter 
should havg l^Sen raised earlier, fl is no duirbt. he 
prerogative iof the Government to create promotional 
avenues and courts cannot create promotional avenues 
but there tlu^ld not be any discrepancies ordiscriminaLion 
regarding er^nlumeiKv 

There s no substance in the argument that die Floor 
Assistants pischarge more onerous duties that Lbe 
Carpenters ^nd Painters. The management has Id assign 
job. There i^no assertinn that the Carpenters and Pa inrei'l 
refused to jdischirge the duteis assisgned bv the 
rwngttneni 

It has tieen held in ATR19JW SC 76 Sc-liqual Pay for 
EflUllWart-lCorwtiftltiOil of India, Articles l4and:W(d>- 
FjtglllPay fo* Fsjral wwk-Daily rated employees performing 
the same du^eis if eirtidcd to be paid [he same salary ant) 
allowances at arc paid to regular and permanent employees'? 

—PriqpipJes nf "equal pay for equal wort" if no: an 
abstract or yital and vigorous doctrine?-—Uinalinns to 
Public Secioj Undertakings rr> comply with the principle. 

HeldArticle 14 of (he Cnostilulipn of India declares 
that there sbo ild be equal jty before law and equal protection 
of tire law an. irapJioil in it is Ihe further principle dial there 
must be equ 1 pay ibr work of equal value. It make* no 
difference w irthcr they are appointed in sanctioned posts 


tu not. So long as i he v w; perLcrming the same duties, 
they must receive the Fame salai v awl conditions of service 

Tnc Cc ntra I Go venmem hke all organs of the Stare 
is committed to the Direei i v^ IhincipJes of Stair policy and 
Article 36 enshrines the principle:? of "equal pay fur equal 
work’'. In Randltir Singh Vy Union of India f 1932) 3 SCR 
298 ihe Supreme Court has occasion to explain ike 
observations in Kishoi'i MalmtdaJ iialrfii Vi. Union of India 
(AIR '962 SC 1139; and rn |vti-n uul how Lhe principles of 
equal pay for equ-il work is not an abstract doctrine and 
how ]t is vital and v! gmv.us d;a uure ttiFougfuouL accepted 
llie world particularly by seeialisi counLries. 

M has been hole of SC FT.R 1982 (44) 299 t.k 
Oiinnapppa Reddy, A.f J . und Uharual Islam, JJ- 
CoilsLilulionof India-Arts It, lft£39ldl Cordilionsof 
Mtvjce-Stale of Fay-principle of "'equal pay for cqiMi 
work’'—Applieabliiy of Whetiier constitutional goal- 
FcmoEis doing the osm; work as was done by orberpemons 
belonging to different departments Nol to be puL on 
different scales cf pay-Drivers working ip Police Force 
held to he eni i i led !■ ■ same scale oF pay as drivers in nrher 
deportments same employer. 

Tl ii liue Lhu; the principle nf "etpial pay for equal 
work’ 1 it noi eapressLy declared by our Constitution to lie a 
fundamental rigbl. But ircertainly is j wnstitutionul goal 
Aniele 39 (si) of jhue ConsULuLion prodaima "equal pay for 
equal work’' ibr both work for both men and women" 
a* a Directive Principle of State TV; lity "Equal pay fur equal 
work ’ fhrbndi iiloti aiii: wijmen means equal pay ibr equal 
work fur everyone and as between the scics. Directive 
Principles, ha ^ to be- read mlo^ae iundameirtal rights as a 
matter of intcrpreiario;:. Airiufr |4 uf Lhe CemsliluLicm 
enjoins ilw Stale nc-L le- deny any person equality before 
lhe Law or (he equal protect ion of |h^ laws and ArLvde lb 
declarer thaL ibere shall be equality nf opportunity for all 
citirens in mullets reluLinu Lo empLoymenror appointment 
1o any office under i"nc Sraic Coruing Arfiolts 14 Jt 16 
in the light of the Preamble and Article 39 (d), we arc nf rhe 
view That llte prun'i^le of "equal pay hir equal wnrk" if 
doducibk from jho^ ;nf-t les and may be properly applied 
to casts of unequal scales oi pay based on no classification 
ur irrational classiflcviiotl Lhbugh Lhuse drawing (he 
different scales pf pay Ju identical work under the same 
cm ploy et. 

EthHS been held i e AIR i 98^ SC: ,^84 ■ SmCldtr Siiigti 
and anoLher Petitioners Vs. The Engineer in Chief CPWD 
and Othens Kespondents-Cnnstitution of India, An. 39 ■■ 
"'Fqyiat Ray for Tiq:i ji TVork" - Dorfnne o!, is required to be 
applied to persons employed on a daily wage basis (hey 
are entitietl to same wages as are nari to similarly employed 
employees. 

The persons cmpis-ynd sm a daily wage basis in lhe 
Central Public Works TJcparcnicncarc cmitied IWt t>uly Hi 
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daily w^ges but arc cntiticd to the same wages as other 
penmnenl employees in the department employed to do 
the identical work, in Lhds GDimccfiim, iL cannoL be said 
llul the doctrine of “"equal pay for equal wort 1 " is a mere 
abstract doctrine aitd tiut It is t*ol uCbeing enforved 

La a oolite of law. The Central Guv cm mem, the State- 
Governmenta and likewise, all Publie Sector Uodcjtatin^s 
ate expected tn function like model and enlightened 
Lnqdc.yers and argvPtenls that [be principle of equal pay 
for equ^l smirk is tin abstract doctrine which cannot be 
enforced in a court of law should ill crjnte from thtmmdh& 
0> l ie S'ale and Stale Undertakings. 

It has been held in ATR 1986 SC 76-Equal Pay for 
LqnaJ Wort-Ccmstiturioft of Indta.. Art. 14 Jt 39 fd>-Fqual 
Play for Equal WiriL -Daily rated employees performing 
the same duties if entided to be paid [fie same salary 2 nd 
allowances as are paid to regular and permanent 
eittployteii'.' — Principle of “"equal pay for equal work' 1 if 
not an ahsftact i>r vita] and vigorous doctrine 7 - Directions 
lu Public Sector Undertaking to comply with the principle. 

However, in the instant case dir^vn-iLy in making 
pay men', tn similarly pfoc&d enrpluyees is involved. The 
CaTpailsn, Painters and Floor Assistants were placed in 
the same pay scale as is evident I'nim l he documents cited 
by Die management. Tlicy drew simiLnr piy scales in 1477 
as mentioned alrove. Tfiere wus no disparity in the pay 
scale of Carpenters, Painters and Floor Assistants ip 1977, 
It ajjpcais that promotional avenues wen; given to (be Ploor 
Assistants and accordingly (hey got revised pay scales. 
No such pminuiPLnia; avenues have been nude available 
Lo Lhe Ciupenters and Painters. They have been placed in u 
separate category whereas they possessed requisite 
quali Iccotii m at (lie time of their engagement. They were 
Engaged prim (u Lhe Floor Assistants. 

Tlic cause of for workmen regarding erliLiemenl oi 
Lire ^erefiis Irom 1964/1971 is time barnsd in view of long 
ddtiy. lhe me Iters regarding disparity in pay scales front 
1971 onwards canned be considered as il has become u 
stile ma Iter. 

As has heart held in Surinder Singfi's cuse Ihat equal 
pay shirjld be given for equal work, the Carpenters and 
J’amLers have been working prior lo the engag£nKH of the 
Floor Ajsislanls, They possessed requisite qualification 
at the lime of their initial eitgagenwnL Tty earmol be 
deprived of rhe prineiple of equal pay for equal work in as 
much as (be Floor Assistants are 14Jth pass. If once the pay 
scale wi? equalized in 1977 Lhere should ooL be any 
d iEcrimi nation subsequently. Tire principle of equal gray 
for eqUHl work is rceognt/cd by Our CrHiJituLiun. ITicre 
shrv.tld not be iby deviation from LhLsnjIe. The Carpenters 
and Painters are also cmldcd lo gel aqua! pay fur equal 
work atleasl from the dale of raising the dispute and the 
management should give anxious cunsideifiiimi u> this 
cffecr. ITte case uf (he workmen should be considered 
allcasl nom foe dale uf raising uf lhe diipute-. 


This dispute has been raised after a delay of 35 - 441 
ytar$. Delay detest* equily- No premium can be paid for 
delay. 

It was submitted (tush foe side of foe management 
(hat there is no explamaliun uf delay. Not tu -Speak of 
plausible or satisfactory explanation. There is no 
explaMliOtialallwhal prevented lhe wijikmcn 6> approach 
(his forum after a long period of 35-441 yearn. Il is stilled 
law that stale claim made after an inordinate and 
unexplained period could not be entertained. 

My attention was drawn to ZQQ5 (5) SCO page 91 
paras 12 and 12. The Horrible Apex Court has held that 
long delay imptsde(t (he maiiuptanw of llu teootdjt. Belated 
claim should nol be considered, 

TLhas hear held Frt {2001) 6 SOC 222 k ureter: 

“i.aw dots mu prescribe any time limit for the 
appropriate guvemruen; lo exercise ils power* under 
Seen on 141 of the Acl Ie is not that (bis power can be 
exercised 21 any point of lime and (u revive mat tens which 
had since been seLlled. Power is lu be exercised reasonably 
and in a rational manner. There appears to us (o be no 
rational basis on which lhe Central Government has 
exercised powers in Lhls case after a lapse of about seven 
years of the order dismissing the respondent hum service-” 

In the instant case reference has been made alter a 
delay nf lung 40 year*. 1 i imitation Aft is not applicable in 
ID cases but stale eases should not he considered. Delay 
in the Instant case is inordinate. 

In Ehc facts and circumstances (he management 
should consider the factum uf financial disparity in regard 
lo the payment to the Carpenters and Painters at tea si foam 
the date of raising of [he dispute. The Carpenters & 
Painters should he placed in the pay scale of Floor 
AssisLanls. The Carpenters and Painters are not emitted 
lo gcr any arrears In view of [he fact lltal [he dispute has 
been mired after n long delay. IlLwcvcr, fot reference is 
nul barred by Lime, so far as uunsideralion of equal pay fut 
equal work is concerned from the date of raiding of the 
dispute. 

The reference is replied thus:— 

The aCLkon uf the management of Prstsat BhaHi, 
Broadcasting Corporation of India (Door da rah an) is ml 
esimplelely jiKiiifled by nui giving promUlirmal avenues 
and raliunaltaat ion benefits Id (he CarpeuLeisand PtenterS, 
which was ^iven eo other categories of workmen. ITie 
Carpenters and Painters are entitled lo the same pay scale 
which is tippMctthlc lo the Floor Assistants from 
21-02 20U6timhky nre entuted (u gel arTeani also. The it 
claim for revision from initial dale of employment is nuL 
maintainable in view of their Iu-urdinate delay, The 
management should consider the case of the Carpenters 
2nd Painter* 2nd should try (o place Lhemon UK piy^le 
of the Floor Assistants hosed on seniority w.e.f. 2 1.4J | 2JCKJ5 
widiin (wu months from the date of the publication of Lhe 

awiiri]. 
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The ^wand is given accQFdhfgtyr 
»^20(P ' R. N- RAl h Presdding Officer 

^ 29 ^fT r 2007 

2099.—^i#Wfa^aftiforrT, L947 (. L'iH" 

^1 14) ^fr |JT L7^ 4, <&-£\V U(*U i. 

TFW<t* ^ Tl% 4-M(H(T ^ WtA, SPJTtJ 

* if rhtr sflntfq* 

4 ™ OERif WIT 3/K&0 Tit Mtt l fr l rt 
TRrfl t, ^ mttlt ^ 29-6-2007 ^ ura &sfli *tr 1 

[E. T^-220L2/45/200J-Sli«R^-il>] 
flj+HK 1 ftl, 

! New Delhi, the29lh June. 2007 

S4L |2090 r in pursuance uf Section L7 of Urt 
T'-dustria! Dispute!: Act. 1947 {14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemmen c hereby puhLiiJres the Award {Ref. No. 3 of 
A'O* )oftL: Ctnn-fi I Government lndiiErrial Tribunal cum- 
l.abnur Co< tL .Aiasisol as shown i n [lie Annexure an the 
Industrial E impure between the employers in relarion 10 the 
marrepamiM 1 of bfL and their wixkman, which was 
received by the Central Government oti 29-CJ6-2007. 

[Nn.I.-22OI2tt5/30QO-llffC-n); 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Dwk Officer 
AhJVEXURE 

flhTtfRETHE CENIRALiXlVEHNMErfr 
TNTJTSTilALTRIM JNAI ^CUM-LABOtl K COURT, 

I ASANSOL 

Presto I 1 j Sri. \Id_ Sa rffaAn Mun, 

[Presiding Officer. 

Reference No* G3 of 2004. 

I 

PAR l IKS \ lhe Agcn:, Chon Colliery, Kenda Area of 
j E.C.T.., Bulnaia, Burdwan 


.The General &screlary, Koyala Mazdonr 
! Sabha. Congress, AsbikqI, Burdwan. 

KmuStHTAmTS; 

Fur the manage intern : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

l'brdie uninfi (WorionaiO : Sri Rakedi Kumar, General 

Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 
Congress, Asansol. 

lr.du.stry ; CuuJ State : Weslbengal 

Dated the 22-05-2007 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) ufSub- 
vrcLiun fl) pnd Sub-secLton 2fA) of Section |(l of Lhe 
Industrial Ti| -^putes Act. 1 947 yl 4 of 1947), Govt. of India 


through the Ministry ot Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
45/20G3-IR{CM-IE) dated 31-12-2003 tlIS been pleased tu 
refer die following dispute for adjudication by [bis Tribunal. 

SOffiDU£ 

L 'Whether the acti on of il*4 irmnugemeiU of Chora 
Colliery und^r Kenda Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited in dismissing Sri Pirn Etouri, Dresser front 
service is legal sad justified- 1 If nor to whaL relief the 
Said workman is entailed?'' 

After having received the OrdcrNo. L-22TH2/457200) 
IH{CM-II> dated 30-12-200) of rl» said reference from the 
Oovr. of India, Ministry of Ejhour. New Delhi, for 
adjudication of a rt fereibic; case No. 1)3 ol' 2004 was 
registered on 13-01 2IH)4 nud accordingly an order rn that 
effeer w*s pio-ied to issue notices thnougfi the registered 
post (n Ehe parties conrremed directing them to appear in 
theetjurron Lhe dale fixed and file the ir written statEfnem.-, 
along w:ih lhe relevant documents and a list of wiiiicisse-, 
in supporl of their case. Ir. ron plijtuce uf Lhe said order 
nntiMS hy the registered post were issued to iht pan : .f^ 
Luncereed. Sri P.K. Das. AdvuLiattand SriRakeahKumar. 
General Secretary of Ms? cnion ,rppeared in the Court 10 
represenr the Management and the uninn respectivd y. 

1 In brief COiO^ass the case of the union as set forth 
in irs written slademeut is that Shri Plm Boari, Under Onmnd 
Drtsser was u permanen: employee of ilia Ohore Colliery 
under Kcnria Area of M's. iiastem Coalfields Limited. The 
main fi.Nse uf the unior. is that the iriana^emaLi issued the 
charge sheet dated 0-11-57 to lhe del i mjuent -employee for 
his absence from duties, la rhis r^sp^cl the espliinaliun Lc 
the charts sheet itiiied tu him were given staling therein. 
thaL he was sicV and his ireatmenl was done by 
Dr. E.N. Pal. Dm 1 ren men: papers were also submitted to 
die management. 

1 It is also rhe oust uf llw- union thut during the 
enquiry prnoretling be had actively participated and I Lid 
stated rhe fuel ubou I his sickness and the Medical een ificai* 
along with she treatment rupees were SuhmiLfed lc' Lhe 
Enquiry Officer for consideration. The period of ahsence is 
claimed Lobe w.c.f. 2S-10-97 m fi 12-97 i jo only one month 
and eight days and thar rnn was due lo his sickness. So the 
management jlKmid uoL have taken this harsh decision of 
dismissal. The ptinislirncnL is claimed tn be always 
proportiunaLe tu die nature of offence hut in diis issue 
management awarded the pnuisJiineiil oi dismi&sa] iorlhe 
absence of such a shbr: pertud ol unly one month eight 
days which is dispropnniona'e 10 [he nature ot (he uffence 
The delinquent workman being lhe member nf SchcduJvd 
Casie is rhe weaker section of the society and ibeUtwl ui 
I:idi3 has also taken knien- ^ iew iti the case of SC75T 
workers. As such the mien haj sought reiitf for bis 
reinstatement :n lire scr'-ice wLLh Jill I back wages with rhe 
enmintiity uf the service. 
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On lh« other hand the defence cue of the 
managenteTn as per its written statement m short ks that 
the inslnnl reference is bad in the eye of bw and the 
dispute raised by the union over the dismissal ofPim Eouri, 
bx-Dressrr is claimed h> be cotiidy misconceived one. 

5. The mein defciKC is that the workman concerned 
absentLug hum his duty from 2£-10-97 without permission 
and without satisfactory causa for more than 10 days and 
as such he was charge sheeted by the nrtnagement for 
unambortaed absence bun duty on 6-VJ-97, The explanation 
submitted by the workman is found unsHlisiactory and 
accordingly a domestic enquiry was held into the said 
charge sheet by au independent enquiry officer. The 
workman concerned bid participated in the enquiry 
proceed, ng and all reasonable opportunity were given by 
the enquiry officer to defence himself. The enquiry officer 
having concluded the enquiry proceeding submitted its 
report to the charge sheet Authority after holding the 
delinquent employee guilty Tor the charges framed against 
ban 

6. The next defence case of the management is that 
the workman concerned *sts issued second show cause 
notice before imposing punishment and also sent a copy 
nfenqui-y repori 10 lhe ex-workman. The manage mem has 
al sc nlni^Val i.hnl the- ptmishment imposed to the workman* 
COncenHStl is quite justified aod reasonable and Ehr union 
has no right to dispute the said order of dismissal by 
si Itf.djplfi the punishment to be unjustified or unfair or harsh 
in any maimer. It is denied that the workman concerned 
was absent from duty due to sickness and he had produced 
the Medical certificate or [rtatmeUl pipers before [he 
maoigemcut. The management has prayed that the 
reference may he dismissed as the workman concerned is 
nor ini it led to get uny relief or reliefs us claimed for. 

7. In view of llte pleadings Of the panics and the 
maLmaJ i available on the record I find certain facts which 
ate admitted one by the respective parties. Su, before 
entering into the discussion of the merit fifths case I would 
like to rtrenlicai those facts which bit admitted one. 

3. It ia the admitted tart thai Pirn Hour i Hotter Ground 
Dresser, was a permanent employ® of the company posted 
at Chora Colliery of M/s. Stem Coalfields Limited. 

5t It ia the further admitted fact that the workman 
concerned was absent from his duty w.e.f. 2S -10 97 to 
6-12-97 without, any leave, prior permission and information 
ul Lire management. 

It:. it is also the admitted fact that the delinquent 
employee was charge sheeted on b-12-97 for his 
una JtlKniied absence frum duly w.e.f. 2A -I lV>7 aod lie had 
subjoined his explanation to the charge sheet. 

11 It isthenext admitted fid that i domestic enquiry 
was conducted by an enquiry officer and the workman had 


duly paitk’ipfltEd in the enquiry proceeding od sufficient 
opportunity was given to defend himitlf wd ifl the 
domestic enquiry the workman concerned was held guilty 
for the only charge of in imauthonzed absence for the 
relevant period amounting to mboorefect muter close ISfifl 
uf the Model Standing OojHjr. lt is also clear from the reemd 
that there is oochat^ sheet against the workman for being 
habitual atvsentee- 

12. It is further admitted fact that the delinquent 
employee wjtS under the medical treatment, of collicy 
dispensary since 22- 10-97 to 29-10-97 and he was also under 
the private treatment from 10-SW to ,V 12-97 and dedans! 
fit for duty since*-12-97. 

13. It is the settled principle of law that the fadl 
admitted need nuL be proved. Since these all aforesaid farts 
are admitted one, so 1 do net think proper to discuss these 
fsetr in detail. 

14. The record gots to show (hat on 7-11 hearing 

ou the preliminary point was made. The validity and fairness 
of the enquiry proceeding was not challenged By theumoo 

as he had duly participated inlhe enquiry proceedings- 

the enquiry proceeding was held to be fair and valid and 
accordingly lJk date for final hearing of the dispute was 
fixed. The final hearing waa nude on 22-5-07 and the awnd 
was kepi reserved far (Hfier. 

15. The management in paras I & 2 of its written 
statement bos taken the pica that the inurt reference is 
bad in the eye of law as the same is not legally maintainable. 
It is also claimed thal in view of the facts and circumstance 
uf the case the dispute is misconceived une. Bui (be 
aforesaid issue was neither raised nor pressed hy the 
management during the course of hearing of the said 
reference. Tbe management has neither examined any oral 
witness nOr tendered even a t+til of paper hi support of its 
plea. As such I do not find any defect in the maintainability 
of the reference and the faces of the case very well come 
under the purview of Industrial Disputes Act. The Govt, of 
India through the Ministry of Labour has rightly referred 
the dispute tn this Tribunal for its adjudication and as 
such dtis issue is decided against the manugemeiil. 

1 0 . On perusal of the record it baraqiincR that none of 
the patties has examined any oral witness in support of its 
ease. The management has filed the Xerox copies of the 
charge sheet dated 18-12-9?, teller of the workman by way 
of explanation tn the charge sheet, copies, of the euipiiry 
proceeding together with the finding, letter of dismissal 
dated 18 -5-98 is-sited from tffc office of the Ctenetal Manager, 
copy of the reply against letter dated 15-f-9tk copy of the 
enquiry notice sdit to the workman, letter of appointment 
of die enquiry officer. These ah documents are admitted 
one m they have been Issued tdTicuiliy by Lbe management r 
The union has not challenged Ihe correctness ur 
getiuiiKJKSs of these documents. Mo chit of paper has 
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teen fii&l dn teltalf i>f iJie union *_s ihe relevant required 
documents tad already been submitted be fore (hr enquiry 
officer during the course of enquiry. 

* 17. It is obvious from the coquin proceedings iind 

its report tt ai (tie workman concerned had received the 
charge siuiel and had participated in the enquiry 
proceeding . He has specifically admitted ir his statement 
before the ( nqaiTy officer ihat te did not send any written 
infonnatior to the management about his illne^. He has 
further statid that he was suddenly attached with high 

lever pahs nd sweating and be had reported his sickness 
before the (uELiery dispensary from 22-1(1-97 to 27-1W-97 
and as suenhe was not in a position to aritend his duly. He 
has also seated (hat he bad requested (he colliery medical 
department for better treatment as he was not feeling better 
but nobody refereed him in any company's hospital for 
further nea^nem. Finding no altemalive he was compelled 
to takeprivie medical treatment under Dr. AJtlHanerjL hum 
2^ 10^97 ti 3-12-97 and was declared Fit for duty oil 
A- ] 2-97 r It ereader he reported to for colliay authority tor 
joining his hity but the aulhority did not allow him to join 
his duty. T c enquiry officer In his findings hasadmiped 
the wurfcmj re concerned was under the medical trratincnt 
□f colliery dispensary since 22-1(397 to 27-10-97 and he 
was also trader Ihe priv&le ueameut w.e.f. 26-10 97 m 
3-12-97 aril declared fit for duty since 4- [ 2-97. As such his 
period of a ’’sence from duties tuduthorbedly continued 
hem 28-10< 97 tmwortfa. 


but nobody 


11 lad font i 

w.c.f 2S-] 

COfUinUDLLS 
to the rmui 
him guilty 
Of the Mod 
and in viev 
employee 
alleged pr 
Model 5tu 


Laving gone through the entire facts and 
ss h enquiry ErtOcecdings along with its findings, 
is workman concerned was admittedly absent 
D-97 to 6-12-97 i.e. more than tree month 
y wi the til any prior permission and info mi at inn 
i gem cut. The enquiry officer has rightly held 
or an unauftkxi^ed obtence under clause ( I jir) 
1 Standing Orderopf4kable (o the «taWi>hn stern 
of the aforesaid prevailbg facta be delinquent 
deserves some suitable punishment for the 
privee mEscomducJ as per the provision of the 
■trading Order. 


19. How dieorfy main point in issue forcoosideraiion 
before Ite leourt is to sec as |o how far the punishment 
awarded lu (he cunoeroed workman by the management is 
just* propel and propertimule to the alleged proven nature 
of miseotk ucr. 


20- l|ur(l the repress nrifllives of both be parties in 
detail on (Ik aforesaid pobt on question . K wa* argued by 
the side Of the union tha! it Is a simple case of an 
unoUhoria id absence from duty for one tnopilL and e ifjn 
days and tt|e ahsancc from duty during be relevant period 
is fully explained and the reasons of absence supported 
with medidal certificate have been found tu be sufficienl 
and relevait one by the enquiry officer and that is why the 
enquiry n^fieer has not even whispered a word in his 


findings tba: the unauthorized absence was wiUiom ^riy 
sufficiftiH cause. The enquiry officer Ln his (indlngs has 
opined that the concerned charge sheeted workman was 
under the medical rrcatmenr nf colliery dispensary since 
22-10-97 to 77- LU-9V ar.J hit: waft also under the private 
treatment from 26-](S-9 7 io o- L 2-177. So it is dear rliAT the 
managemenl hu* gOE lhe knowledge ahout the sickness of 
the employee concerned during Lbe relevant period. 

21. Tt was further submitted that the delinquent 
empbyee has gul rnblemtsh rf-COrd during his entire 
service tenure and there has not been any com plain! of iiny 
sorts of miw;i infli ili against rhe workman comocmed. The 
management has riso nol t htirge sheeied him for habitual 
absenteeism ncr sny ehlr of pajur haj; been tiled in this 
regard by the management in the coizrt eioc LhVaC- is specific 
pleading in this regard So ic can he easily concluded tbnl it 
i.s the firsl offeruv of i lie woik ilia Tl co nccreicd which has 
been sufficiently captained and supported by (he medical 
certificate indica I ing iti^ i \sni|W 11 ing eimumsEarecc beynnd 
Ihe control ol Ihe workman ,:i)ncerued. In course of 
orguraenL il was strongh submitted I hut a simply case of 
unsmflsOrtJ ed ahsenev: ""or nnc month and right days can¬ 
not be said to be a gross misconduct. Ihe iitlentionof the 
court was drawn towaios the provision of the Model 
Stand ing f kde r whuu* ihe r:sircmc punishment pncicribcd 
is dismissal ai per Ihe gravity dtbr miscunduct and iL wus 
claimed tha; thee.Mreine penally rimnen te awarded m the 
woikniari] in sik si j miror i n l aNeged inisctindua of an 
unauthorized absence !cr amcmLh. 1 tmd much forCtin the 
argH Ihrill Of Ihe u n ion. The vital pn int submitted by the 
union ia thaL before imposing the pentdty uJ dismliia! no 
second shew cause notice was ever ierved upon Lhe 
workman conecrncd which is direct violation of the mandate 
of the Apex Court *]Ul|- amounts TO dinifil of be principles 
of natural justice. 

It2- ](has liL^v .wivb iri limes clearly nhserved by the 
JifJereiUHon’hJe Hign Courts and the Ape* Coiht 0-S 
dtat tefiXi iinfosiog |ii. nl tamem nf dismissal it is necessary 
for the disripJinon DtulhoriSy to ecresider sorio evononiic 
background of die delinquent employee, hi* family hack ■ 
ground, bis past records and other surrounding 
circumstances including Lhe nature of Lhe misconduct and 
losliy tbt compelling circumstances to commit the 
misoonducL. ihe^e me relev^m fariOrs which most have 
to be kept in mind by ihe authority at the time of imposing 
the punishment which of course hiii nui been done by the 
disciplinary authority n liiis case. 

23. Ferusetl the pi orison pf the Model Standing 
Order laid down under clause 27(1 11 page 15} where various 
miner punishments have been prescribed to he awarded 
according io the graviry of the misconduct. 1 fail Lo 
underyiand Ss to Why Only masimum pnoishmcntavailable 
under the said clause should he awarded Ln Lhe present 
facta and circumstance; of lhe case, ft has been observed 
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by the Apex Court that justice must be temporal with roocy 
and that the delinquent employee should Ik given In 
opportunity to reform himself and to be loyal end 
disfipl irtary employee of the management. 

24. However 1 4m of [be DensidcnDd view that the 
punishment of diEtnis&il for atl uniUlhumtsJ absence lor 
one month eight days under [he compelling circumstances 
nod withi'Ut any mala fide intention is not jnsr and proper 
rather ir Is too harsh a punishment which is totally 
dispropnrtinfMte to [he alleged proven misconduct. I>uch 
a simple rase should have been dealt with letlittiLly by the 
management. In the view of the matter I thlrfc it just ltd 
prupo- to modify and substitute the same by eirauising the 
power tinkr I 1(A) of the D. D. Act, 1947 itiwdra [urneel 
the ends of justice and as such the impugned order of 
dismissal is hereby set aside and he is directed to he 
reinstated with continuity of the service and in the light of 
the prevailing T facls and circumstance and proven 
nusumduct for which the punishment of dismissal was 
awarded to the workman concerned, I think it appropriate 
that hie delinquent workman be imposed a punishment of 
Stoppage of two increments wilh the cumulative effects. It 
is further directed, ihar [he workman concerned will be 
entitled. n> get only 40 % of the back wage? which will serve 
the ends C f justice. Accordingly it is hereby. 

OHDHfflD 

That let an “Award" be and the same is passed on 
contest in favour of the workman concerned. Send the 
copies of the award In the Government of India. Ministry 
of Labour, Mew Delhi for arforrnation and needful. Hie 
reference is accordin^y dispose of. * 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Folding Officer. 

^^#,29 ^=1,2007 

*1,3*. 21«L—4<lPl+ affefqsjii, i^M7 f 1^7 

44 14) 1ft Urn 17 ^ Ttafa PTtfR ^4 

[wfuia ^ stWsfnV Pi«t)winT sitr 41 * 

^ argqtr shiPm fan* 

flhrtPir sftrcrnrr, ^ to (frrarmi tftsn 

29-6-2007 i 

[*£ ^H20l2/144>2OO4-3ri3JR<lfl-r)] 

sjhh 

New Delhi, the 29th June, 2007 

S.O. 2100.—In pursuance of Section ]7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Aa, 1947 f 14 of 1947). the Central 
Ooverrimeat hereby publishes the Award (Complaint Nb- 
>FTB-2of 2DQ5 > of the National Industrial Trrburtal, Mumbai 
as shown in the Anne cure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employees iit relation to the management of 


Bajaj Rlectriods Limited add their workman which was 
received by the Central Govtmmnitoa 29^0^ AXT7, 

[No.L420i2/l44/30(M-IR(C-II>] 

AJAYKUMARCJAUR, E*j»k Officer 

AtatOOHE 

BEFORE THE NATIONAJ .TMRSTTtL'VL TRIBUNAL. 

M.MBA1 

Pram* : JusHceGbaashyiuiDta 

I"rrs*dj*g Officer. 

COMPLAINT NTR- 2 OE K*J6 
(Arisingout of complaint NTBfo of2003) 

PARTIES : V-Sutvamniad ; Complainant 

VA. 

M/S. Bajaj Electricals Ltd. : Opponent 

Appearance; 

Fpr ihe Oftnplainant : Shri Chidambaram, 

Pres idem 

For Lhe Opponent : Shri PawastW. Adv, 

Shri M- $. Paaotpc, Adv. 

Slate Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 2nd day of Much, 2006 

AWARD 

1. JheComplairiantShri. V. Aih mumai, p mumt 
employee of Mfa. Bajaj EectricaJs Lid. (hereinafter referred 
10 as Company) has moved the insmt qjplkilioi for a 
declaration that the action of die Company fur dismissal of 
the complainant v£dir order doted 12-5-2005 is illegal, in- 
Openlive, and void afanitio and also (0 issue a direction to 
the Company to reinstate him >jd his original post along 
with a coatof R.c 25,000. 

2. It is alleged that the Complainant was charge- 
sfodsloa 9-3-2000 making a false and frivolous aKegatjOfl 
that One&hri Kemprasad who in fut, not a Manager as per 
the Standing order; applicable 10 the workman employed 
id [be Company. The Complainant challeqgedJhe issuance, 
of the charge sheet Vide Complaint No. 9 erf 2003 before 
this Tribunal and the same is still pending fbrsdjalica|io<|. 
The Company did not obtain any prior permission of this 
Tribunal as required under Section 33(1} of the Acl 
(hereinafter referred LO Us ihe Act) and proceeded with the 
charge-sheet and finally dismissed. The Order of duanissaj 
is nonesi. 

3. The reply las been filed by the Company and the 
allegations have been &nied. 

4. J have heard Shri P. Chidambaram, Pncaident of 
All India Bajaj Electricals Feddtliun far the workman and 
Shri M.5. Paranjpe for the Company. 
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S.' Tb^ parties have nul ltd any evidence aim* tbe 7. in this areumstanceL Lht Complaint is hereby 

legal point if involved in this complaint. Rectinn 33(1} rtf dismissed. 

1feA cL re4™ui..Eei: jUin-lOit.illArfiMYAVlJASR.PrLsiduiROHiccr 


33. fjj'ditions yf service, *iu,, tu temiiin imoliangied 
under certain ciicumstanets during perdtrey of 

proceedings (1) During [he |i£fldafluy Lhf »ny ti muil tiitii in 

proceeding before ;■ nincil iaLeun officer ur n tfuand of nry 
proceeding pedure Jan arbitrator or] a Labour Court or 
Tribunal ur fLilji.nval a Tribunal in rasped of an industrial 
dispute, no (mplcyct shall.— 

(a) in regard Lo any matter concc-lcd with the 
tispnls, alter,lo Ihe prejudice of the workmen 
:onttired in such dispute, the conditions of 
service applicable lo them immediately before 
[he eoinineueemerc of Such proceedings or 

ftij |for ary misconduct connected with the 
dispute, discharge ot punish, whether by 
pismissal or otherwise any workman corramed 
|n such dispirit, save wiLh lht eapiess 
permission in writing of the authority hefnm 
Iwhieh Lht proceeding is pending. 

AiiTtqjtedlvL Ihe curnplamurl was uh urge-she tied and 
issuance of the Authority of the person who issued [he 
ehargp-fJirtH is being eh a I tun get) by filing tin; OrmplaLni 
Nil ^ of 3lXp. Admittedly, the domestic enquiry continued 
uu Lht- afurctaid charge-sheet and it led to the lira! order of 
dismissal ui the ownpluinauL by lht Qunpelenl Authurily. 
The Corapa ny has already Hied an Approval application 
for its action of dismissal and the same is pending for 
adjudication viftfNTB-lfl of2005 in Refercnee No. NTB-2 
ufaxw, j 


^ ferit. 29^, 2007 

2101 ,—^i r 'io. ioot (mv 

14] itrf ^R1 17 4 ^.^lT|¥RrR^. Fit. n?. ^ 

£ Tnrs fi’ii ji*i 3-t j k ^ 

^-dj hi ■:+! fnn Fl ffTCTF 

yvi^i'T* ^(F^^TiEnoB'Liwtl 

T^I d^'l-L WJdr.i, ^ 29-0-2007 W?l^3TI I 

^vHIt 7 ft5', iw ^flT'Oll] 
New Delhi, the 29:h Juoe. 2007 

S.O. 21U1.—in pursuance of Svttiun 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1047 (14 of 1547), the Central 
Government hcicbe publishes ili$ Award (Ref. No. OR.' 
19W) uf Ibc Central Gcvenunent Industrial TnbuuaJ-cum- 
Lahour Court. Asansol as shown in the Anncrrurc in the 
Induarial Dispute hcrwi.cn the employers in relation to Lhc 
nwcnngement uf LCL unti then woifcnran which w-,^ nweived 
by the Central Government on 29-6-20(77. 

[Ml 1.1 .2:'J}17v7i4, l 99fi 1 k(C- LijJ 
AJAYKl.'M.ARCAliR, Dcst Oilker 
AMVLXUKt 

BEFORE IKE CENTRALUOYEKNMENV 
EMDLSTRL\1. TRIRIiNAI ,-Cl IM-IABOUR COUtfl, 
4SAVS01 


6. I fijcl that the instant onmplaint is not maintainable 
in law. The entire controversy would be adjudicated upon 
while disposing of the Approval Lrppltcatioie Tbe dismissal 
order cannot he declared to be void abtutiu by means ui' 
the instand complainL in the form as alleged by the 
CLHtiplamiiTjL ;ii litis juireture. It may farther ho ohserved 
Lhat it woiid be seen al proper sLage in the aluresaid 
Approval ijppiicaLion as in whether (he Company was 
required loiobtain a prior penmssdon before passing ihe 
order of dismissal in view of pendency eif CumplainL Nu. 9 
of 2003 wliuh is still pending and the panics have nor 
come prepared to argue the aforesaid complaint. It may 
further he Jbsjrved ihaL mere pendency u f Ihe cumpliLmt, 
referred tcH dbove, may nol amount to pendency of a 
Industrial Dispnle as rtCjuiied undtt Section 33(1 j of the 
Act. After Jt is concluded thal pendency of a complaint 
jimourl tii jptndtncy of proceedings in respect of an 
Industrial (pispule, the Lbmpury wuuhl hv required by 
law to ohcai^i prior permission in writing frnm this Tribunal 
before pas^ng the order of dismmal. 1 ieet that his poinL 
may h^dec^d finally ai Hie time of d&3di ng Lit Approval 
appliculiunj 


Present r hh, Md. barfaraz Khan, Pmidiug UfEetx. 

Reference Nn. OS nf IW9, 

Parties r The Agent. HaripurColliery'. E.C.L. 

Vr.v 

'! he Jt. UeneTal Secretaiy. Colliery Hardour 
jrnion. Cir.emn Ruad ; Uthm,Rurdwati. 

Hepirsealaliyes: 

For die neanagcirn r.i Sri P. K. Da&, AdvoctsLc. 

For lhc Union (Wn:kn;.in> : Sri M. Mukhcijee, 

Advouuk 

Tmlustry Coa! Sia: L : . WustRcngal 

D.iicd S4i-2]Ofi7. 

AWARI> 

Ineaeidse ut cunUcned by clause (d) e'f Sub¬ 

section (3} anc Suli-^eer. : im I(A} of Setiiou 10 uT ihc 
Inrlustrial Ih^pnic;^ Aci. 1 L J47 f 14 ul :U47>, Oovt. of India 
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Ihrough the Ministry ofLabour rife in letter Mo. L-22G12/ 
54/I99B-IR (CM-ll) diUcd 21 - L-1999 has been phased to 
nefarthe following dispute for adjudication by thfaTrihuiul- 

STMWIJt 

“Whether the actM oftbe Hun^iiiai of 
Colliery of ETL Jn |$imiiii|in| the wrvica of 
ShnSuirrfi Singh, U.G. Looter is Lrgil rei jirtihwi 7 If 
M io itEtribe sad wOiknm is emilkd to ?** 

After havuqi waived the Otfa ffe. L^Zm 1£4/l 99E- 
1ACCM-UV, dated 211 1999of UKaforeaikl reference from 
(he Gwl, u( India,. Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, fat 
adj udiculiba of [be dispute, a reference case No. 08of 1999 
was iegislered do 2-2-1999 and ancoriiitigly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices to [be respective 
panics through Ihe registered post directing Lbem to appear 
in Ihe CCnrt on the dale so fried and file their mitten 
mtefttencs alOnpwilh the rctevunl docnmrnts and ■ list of 
witnesses ir support of their dniittt. lit pursuance of Ihe 
said order notices by Lite registered post were Seal (0 the 
parties concerned. Sri F_K_ Das, Advocate and' Sri M. 
Hulherja, Advocate appeared in Ihe Court to represent 
tbe Managempnt and the Union concerned rcspectfvely. 
Botb ihe parties filed (heir written statement in support of 
their damns, 

I'rtun [be perusal of tbe retard it transpires that the 
case was freed for final hearing in the men! of the case, ft is 
further clear from the record that on 5-6-2D07 the date was 
fixed for bearing on merit of the case. The learned lawyer 
for the workman submitted that he hasgol IW instruction 
from I he side of the union or the workman himself so he 
does no I want to pursue the record in-absence of tbe 
instruction of the Union. In the prevailing facts and 
circumstance uf tbe ease it is oot just and proper to keep 
Ihis old KCOrd pending any more as no useful purpose t 
1 u be served. As such it is hereby 

ORMHH) 

Hun lei a “No Dispute Awarded 71 be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award In Ihe Govt, of India, Ministry 
pf Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accw(Singly disposed off. 

Md. 5ARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ fcvft, 29 2007 

ilffiL—i|WP|+ SfrtK artPqf^m, 3947 ( 1-947 
]4) ^1 HR! 17 3ti*rc"i 4, ■tLifh ^ ift, Tfgl, ^ 
IWldt ^ -Sfo (tisi ind^isl ^ 

W RWI< fRWll sfrdtflrai 


flfapnJj, sHUHtfel ^ Tfaa Tfwr 120/1999). ^ 
r TOSI Vr 29-&-2O07 W* 

fwn r 

[?t XCfl- 2201274271999 - 5 ^ 319 : II}] 

4|qR| JlfWj! 

New Delhi, Ihe 29lh Juno, 2007 

S.O. 31*1—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes An, 1W7 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes Ibe Award (Rtf. No. 120/ 
1999 ) of the Central Govenunem Irtfcdrial Trauma!-enm- 
Labon Court, AuntvJ as shown in the Anne run: in [be 
lnAiUriri Dispute between Ibe ompkiyers iri reiatkiD to tbe 
Ti mujjj i jLi it of Kl md thttrwQdmn nlidLWK rrcnwd 
by Ibe Onlral OovemfTwnt on 29-06-2007, 

[Nol L- 22(9 2/42/1 999 -TR (C-U |J 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Disk Officer 

AFHEXUKE 

BEFORE T%fiL CENTRAL GOVQmMHST 
INDUSTRIAL TKnJffAlX!UM4ABOEJIt COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PrtiHt : Sh. Md- Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 

RefertH«:No.i2f C*f]999 

PARTIES : The Agent, Ctuniikuri pit Colliery, E.C.L., 

Yn. 

The Treasurer, Colliery Maidoor Union, 
(INTUQ, 27, G.T. Rioarh Asansol, Entriwan, 

REPRESENTATIVES; 

For the management : Sri P. K_ Das, Advocate, 

For the tnjion (Workman) : Sri P. Mandal, Tneasnier 
Industry Coal -Slate : West Bengal 
Dated OfrCS-2007 

AWARD 

1 □ dtredse of powers conferred by-duuSS (4) of Snb- 

?e£lion (1) and Subjection 2(A) of SeCtiOD 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Minislj) 1 (tflabour loafe iis letter No. L-22Ull r 
42/19W-Dt(C-II) died 29-fl7,tI?-0«-1999 has been pJeafied 
to refei (he following dispute for adjtutniion by this 

TriNiptl 


31 ST <51/2007—* 
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i BLUtUULE 

“Whilher the anion of the manugcmcnK ufChrmikuri 
Collipry of F.C.l in noi paying the due leave with 
wugi^, ;il I hf Llthc i.i! Superanfl-uaiiOn aikf house rent 
fronmMov. 96lo June, 97 IoSFl J&uisi Kuyr: is Legal 
and justified ? If not tn what relief is £hc workman 

eiriiiivd r 1 

Ur having received lhe Order Mo. 1^-22012 ; 42(T999- 
[R(C-I1). d^ed 29-fl7tfi3-0fl- 1999 of He said refc rcroe from 
the GovL. jif India, Minislry of Labour, Mew Delhi. fur 
adjurfieatidn of die dispute, a reference case No. 120 of 
1999 was rr^isli. red on 1 fi-flfl-1999AW-1fl-ni and according 
ar. order Lb tha; eiieet was passed to Issue noLiues. Lo 
reSfjeeiive jparii"s ilirougii ihe registered pusi direciing 
them toupbear E n ibe court on lhe (bite fined and n>filt ilieir 
written aliilemenls along wi Lh Lhe relevant documents and 
a lisl of w ^nesses in support of their claims. Pursuant lo 
lhe said mlLices by the registered post were issued Lo Lhe 
respective Sanies. Sri P.K. I>as. Advocate and Sri P. Mandal. 
Treasurer ff |tae I.Jincm iuppeiired in the CiJurl to reprise I'.l 
the Management and lhe Union respectively and filed Lheir 
respective. IwTitLeu sLu lemenl in suppurl of I heir i'l;ai n; s. 

Erut^ Lhe perusal of the record iL transpires rho.l she 
case was ffccd for the Gnoss-exa ruination of the witness by 
the Management, bol Ihe witness did noL Lurn up for lhe 
eroas-exaijiinatton and tbe union left taking any sLep on 
J fHH7-fl5.j 3-W-flS and 17-11 -flS. The union appeared in tbc 
ocuin Od l^fil fXi and prayed for lime tojuorijicc thewilness 
for cross-ciaminatinn which was a Flowed and 2 1 -(13-1 K> was 
Ihe ne*l d;Je finsd fur cross-e^iimipiaiiCnt of i Ire w irm-ss bui 
Lhe reoordigues to show LbaL again Lhe unron lefi uaKiai^r 
ary steps ij'.c.f. 2 J -03-06 to I S-tE-fF?. These all i'aoisgo Lo 
IndEcaLc i Hal Lhe union has losl its u iters SI arid discs ntir 
want to pursue the ease any further. In the prevailing tacts 
and circumstance of this case i: ia not proper and advisable 
to keep life old record pending a-iiy more as no useful 
purpose i^tn be served. As such it is hereby 

HKULRUJ 

ihal let a "fai Dispute Awarded' 1 be and the same is passed. 
Send the topics of the award to the Govt uf India, Ministry 
of Labour; Mew llellii for information and needful. 

Tbe'reference is accordingly disposed oil' 

MU. SARFARAZ KIlAN, Presiding Officer 

ri? f^eyil, 2 20117 

2103.—3^1*14 R4K StfiqfaF, 1947 (1947 
]£) tifjUiTI 17 ^ ^ 4 KU|W,+-Sl<l 4 H±H SlStiH if 

3 Prffe ftrartf flf mm arftow 

^qrtn^fq. aw^iflin (riTETRm 21672004) -hi 


ht^tki +M it, -ii petef tin 02 - 07-2007 tin w 
vi 1 

[v. i pn ■■ ■- ■3^-vrc(rlft 11 ;] 

>. |iH-e tiiniT, 

N ew Del id. lhe L’ndJuJy. ^<lfi7 

Sr O. 21 fkL --la puesoancc of Section 17 of ;he 
Industrial Hispuln Ad I 4 e - ff4 of 1947V the Ccnrrai 
Oovemmeor Irereh^ [V.iblishcs the Award ttef. Z26.f20O4dI 
lhe Central GovvinmeiH lr-ilu»..- r i mI Prill iLiial-eum-Ijhour 
Cour. Ahmedabad (Guiura I) as shown in lire A wie i urc. in 
die ind ilsI rial dispulc between rhe tnanagernenL uf Indian 
Bank and thciT workman, received by 1h^ Orural 
CiLWPNin'uilllllfl 0.1 II -" KKIV 

[Me. L-1 201 7/374,1 Wft-1 HflfHT)] 
iCVJ ■ M DEeK KUMAR, T>eslt Officer 
AYMLMLJtL 

BEFORE lilt: LtMlHAE OOVERMMIvNT 
INIJUSTMAf TRIBI !MAl ^CTUM-LABUUK OOURf AT 
A1LV1LDABAD 

I'RKSFNT : 

A.A. l..\D, Piasiding Officer^ Mumbai 

Rhfnm.ics f fi.T.T..A. No. 22Q21M 

EMPFjOITRS IM RELATIOM IV 1111’. 

MAN AO FMT NT O F INDIAN BAN K, AHMEDAUAU 

Tbe Chief Min iuei'u 

Indian bank. 

Navrang Buildirtt. 

NuvnarigpioiL. 

Ahmcdabad ((ru-aTJli ....Firsf Party 

THEIR WORKMAN 

Sh. AnilkuniiLi K. Suklivasia, 

11, Manual MaruLi Raw House. 

Mr. Mahashukii iy : 

Jwrujpark. 

AlniKdabad-.W;l Co I ...Second Pady 

APPEARANCKN 

Pur lhe t ri-.p'uyc i ishri K.V. fiudhiys, 

Advocate 

tor Lhe Wuriuti-n ^hrd D.N. Vyas, 

RepresenLitlivu 

AW.AkFt 

1. Lhe Guvtniniful uf Jatlia, N-Tfnisrry of labour, 
antlieiupluiint.iii li> isOidc. No. 1.-12(H2;-274/yHi-imB- 
11V dated 0^-1 l-j'.Kfr in exertise ol'lhc powers conferred 
by clause fd| of S.ih-seclioR {I) and Sub-section 2(A) ul 
Seciion 10 of the IndLsLnal Drspules Aci, 1947 have 
referred the tbLLawinu dispjLe lo ihii Tribunal for 
atljtidiciUiiju. 


I 
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“WV^rthcr SL Anil Kumar Sukhvisia i* a worituiin 
ynJtT Stfliftfl 2(S) of the Industrial Dispute Ace, 
1947 ■' If whether his cnipjaymcDi in Indian 
Bar k from Ol-il 1-199U and hp termination from the 
service Of lhe bank W^.f. 27-fH-IWK is legal and 
justified and Lo whal relief lhe concerned person is 
entitled to and 1km which dale 7 H 

2, To support the subject matte? referred in the 
reference, -second party died Claim Srjuemejii at Ex-5 
stating (fiat, he was engaged by the firel p*Tty as a 
persnnal driver of Assistant General Manager (in short 
AGM) him 01 -0l-1990t I lie w® paid Es. 20Clfh- per month, 
and he nu having duty from 9.00 am lo y.00 p m- lie was 
gening overtime allowances 25,''- per day. He worked for 
7 years- He was not regularize and benefit regular 
employment were not given to him. lie requested to 
absorb in the employment of the first party. No aHendaoCe 
was given hy che fiisL party on the demand of the second 
party wo-kman- He need of employment There is work 
with first party. Even there is a vacancy also, Bill due to 
adman approach GrsL parly did not absorb him and ignore 
bis demand. So he prayed to regularise services of the 
first party as its employee. 

3, This is obj&asd by (be first party by filing 
written statement at Ex-£, matin;; diiterciU case that, 
theca ia so employer-employee relationship between the 
second party and first party. Concerned workman Sh. 
Anil Kumar £ukhv<isia was never engaged by the first 
purl). He interview; wk taken and no appointmenL Order 
given by [be first party- He was not permitted to 
musLer mil like employee of [he first patty' and as such 
he cstUKt he permit to cxcclraie bis relation with first 
party as its employee. Sint* second party Sh. Anil Kumar 
Sukhvasia was never appoint tor lhe fI tsc party by the 
first party and was never paid by Li oughi of its own 
funds. Second parly caniWl claim absorption and claim 
relatino with first party. Since second parly 5h Anil 
Kumm Sukhvasla was personal driver of the AGM and 
work in personal fttpwciiy on the AGM is not entitle to 
ciiii'l absorption in ttw service nf the first parly. So it ts 
submitted that claim of the second party i£ not worth to 
consider and be rejected. 

4, Tn view of the above pleadings following issues 
arise for determination which are answered against iL 

([) ’iVliriku Sii. Anil Kumar Snkhvasia b employee 
of the first parly ? 

(iil Whether be can be absorbed7 
fih> What order 7 

My answered to the above issues are as under as 
per Teastius given below : 

CA No 

(ifi Yes. 

(in 1 As per order below. 


Knasmti 

lm» No. 1 

5. Second parry Sh. Ani! Knraur Snkhvasia claimed 
ihai his services with first party as a drive from 90-91 and 
same for 7 years. He was not rcgularim: thought there is 
a vacancy and work- Where as case of (he first parly is 
that, he was never engaged by [he firsl parly nor 
mLerviewed and appointed. He was driver of the AGM 
and he cannot claim relation with the fiisL party- 

(j. As far as this relation ship of SH. Anilk Kumar 
Eukhvusda with first parry is concerned 1*0 dnubi be was 
(VOt engaged by the firsl party and no interview was 
taken, lie worked with AGM as his driver. It is also 
matte? on reCOrtl rliai, Eh. Anil Kuamr Sukhvasia was 
engaged by the ACM a£ a driver where he worked for 
7 years oS a driver of AGM. 

7. To support Hurt second parly led evhieiK by 
producing number of docunu-nts with Ex-7 and lead 
evidence at Ex- IH. Whereas irn.1 parly examine Shri Surest 
Nayak circle officer al En-36- Second party wurkimu in 
his deposition made cm case lhat h he w^ taken by AGM 
00 Ul-Ul -1990. Ha was gpttmg salary Ks. 200ft'- per manih. 
He served 7 years- He was praying to regularize, hut be 
w:.tt nut regularized. In tbe trass he admits that he w» 
not appurnl by iha bank nor interviewed and posted by 
the bunk, lie wfntils thai, he was driveruf Lha AGM same 
story is given by (he first party's witness, Shri Suiesh 
Naynk. This Shri Sunxh Nayak admits that, second part)' 
was apply for reg u lari eS( inn in the employiiieni of die 
first party. He was working as a driver of the AGM- 

8. SefOJUl party Snhmiti written argument al Ex-39 
aid by first party al Ex-43. 

9. As slate almve, second party Sh. Anil Komar 
SnkhvHsia was serving as driver nf AGM and served for 
7 years. He was nto appointed'by [be fi«l party. £0 Lhe 
reveals thai, he was nOi engaged by the firSL party and 
he was not employee of the fifSl party- Eve?i setOstd 
parly unable In show that, he was eegaged by the firsl 
party as its. employee. When this is the admitted stluatuw 
ones as k? observe (htf, the second parly was fltX engaged 
by (he first puny and was not employee of il. £o h I 
answer this issue accordingly. 

IssneNdrl] 

]&. The documciU produced hy lhe second parly 
at Ex-7, are nOL seriously disputed by lhe firs? partyfc 
witnesfi. In the ernsit willKSS of the firsl party admits 
that, letter ul Ex-7(S), was written by RegUsial Office. Hft 
is not denying thai, il whs signed by Sh. Vt Shrinivasaa. 
J iv admits that, letter produced S( Fx-7(fi^ ts wrillel by 
Regional office- He admits thai, letter produced aL 
Ex-7(Rp. ncfcTred to absorb (he second parly in tlte 
emplovmenL. lie admits lha t, letter produced al Ex-7( lUf, 
was written by Regional Manager to the itoittl Office 
recommending second party lo altfitub in lhe employment 
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of Lhe firetj pany. He ad mi I e that, bank decora salary of 
Liic driver i staffs, lie ius not denied (hat, vehicle on 
which second party was driver was of the bank. He h*s 
nut derdec lerter produced at Es-7(1(>) n He also no! 
(fcayiafi ki produced at He admits- that, letter 

att Bi-7(1 send by Regional Office of lie Central Office. 
All this citiEEpondeiKti brought m record by the 
ixCood reveals that, Regional OttkS peirse the 

cue trf jhuipticiD of second party and Central Office gp 
on Rfusinj; il an the ground Iha t, ihr m is hq sanction. 
Even Hie i Oft of second party IS apprtfnted first parly 
by Idler li ted 30-09-05. Even he vts leccnnkiHktl by 
lettera dated 9-12-94, 1-02-95, 10-02-95, 23-04-95 and 
15-06-95. A33 these reveal? thit, StCOod party was 
cQFTtpettnl to work. Even he worked with AGM- Nu 
grimim ire there about (he work of Second party of 
the Gitl pnty. Ia the scenario one si to cansithitd 
whether st* h ar honest person is not getting tegjLreing 
only bean < he was not appointed by fhe first party and 
if Can not w an enrtir of the second party. Number of 
cosea am {reduced by the firsl party's Advocate nx>K 
pranfcely t*se low of Civil Appeals 3395 of 2006 (SC) 
Case between, Secretary Slate of Karnataka & Ora. V/S. 
Umdevi a. id Qm and which, reveals that, said wh 
On different footing as in rt«t case, appoiiHitknl of 
ad-hoc era ileyse was in dispute. But in these case, 
actual seooj id party’ workman worked with officer of the 
first party and Case low produce by The JuSL party's 
Advocate p blifihtd in 2H15-n-LU (SC) Pap no. 475 was 
on I he poiil of demand made by tbe employee 00 
oonfiletionlaf 240 days with employer. However, in the 
instant OB5^ second parly is not employee of the first 
party and do question arises (O pay by the first party. 
Even there is no question ad»S k> count 240 days since 
he newer w|nt with the find party. 

11. However, fhe mcounnendiliDn of the first party, 
various correspondences brought on record'by the 
second party and il is admitted by (be first patty reveals 
that, them was as vaCanty in the employment of the fiisl 
party and fift* patty was actual id need of his employment 
Even it reveals (hal, tnpkiycc like this was ahsorttert by 
the first pagy and first party was teful it) itttd of his 
employment. it reveals lhai employee like this was 
absorbed b) the first party. Second party worked far 
7 years and was having good recordand no Hame wa* 
invited by mm. In ihis situation in my considered view, 
he mast be iTcgnJarize by the first party on humanlary 
ground, Scl I answer this issue DO that effected an 
dranclude fiat, second parly is eutille for absorption 
within three months for ttiis order. 

12. Inkiew of the discussion made above, I passes 
Ihe follow ink order. 


[a) First patty is. directed to absorb the second 
party -Sir Anil Kunur Sukhvasia from the date of order 
us ils regular employee. 

(Hi) Prayer of back wages sod otter, re lie T& soughL 
are (HI COnsdrleied aod second party Is not entitled for 
the same, 

(iv) No costs. 

A. A. 1 AD, Presiding Oficer 

J 2007 

HtT.STT, It 04,--4eilh.fi 1947 

]4) ^ NTO IT Sf :n^4U“l tH*lt NUdh 

ft*UT # SMtfcht ^ f-hu+T 3^ *4*l(T ^ 

STjrt 4fllh+ IsRR U14il( 4 (lift* 

1 23 i/24W5 > 

4 *<]« m+U ^3-7-2007 STF1 

fiafl iflt 

[TT. T^T-220 L2/JJ/ifttU 3B^31T(Tfti^-li)] 

New Delhi, tte 3rd July. 2007 

H. O- 2104, - ■ Jn pursuance of Section 17 nf tte 
Industrial Dispute* Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra] 
Government hereby publishes the AW-fird (Ref. No. 1252/ 
2005) nf the CenliuJ Government 1 nduslrial Trihnnal-cum 
labour Court No 2. Chandigarh as shown in Lhe Ajmexure, 
in ibe indnstiial dispute between Ibc management of Food 
Corporation of India, and tbeir workmen, received by the 
CerlraG Government Oil 3-7-20(17. 

JNcl -T. -220T i7;5.r2005-IK(LM-ll)| 
AJAY KI.JMAR GAUK, ttek Officer 
ANNEXI UK 

CENTRA!. GO\ r FRNMENT iNDU FlltlAL TRIBLFiAI. 
CUM-LABO LK CXJUKT-IICRANDJCARH 

FRE5IDJNG OFFICER- SILRl KULDIPSINCiH 
CA5E I.D.NO:12J2'2(M5 
Heg-i^icM-raJ on; 3U-1-Z006 
Date nf Decisioil; 114-20(17 

Mohan Singh c/u Ivhri Anarjii Singh Jatdn A 
Sh. Sanjeev Kumar Eawa, Authorised represenbilive 
E/o H.N. 2782, Ptlicse 7. MobuDi. Dish. Ropar, Ropat. 

—FEITTIONER 

Vfir.'UiS 

District Mamyger, TCI, DrsLrirt Sangmr, .Sangrnr. 

-—RRSPONnFNT 

atteahance 


OKDfR 


(i) Inference is partly allowed. 


For Lhe Workman 
Fur the Managemcnl 


Mr. 5- K. Bsmsal, Advocate 
Mr. N. K. Zakhini, Advocale 
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AWARD 

The WDrlunm con tunics in be absent, Mr. Itaral 
who had been appearing for him grates that Ik has do 
insfruciwras to appear in tire The record of the fik 
shows dial the wvrXmM has never appeared in the Ott. 
Only totoonsel appeared and that loo without autharUy. 
The appearance of ||k Counsel for him was recorded on 
bis Filing the memo of Appearance. He has however, failed 
hi suhwil the authority letter front the workman to appear 
in the case. It was in llrese eknniEtances that summons w 
the workman were issued under register cover |wkt ride 
postal neotipl No. 3 IK! dated 1 i t*i of October, 2UU6 and 
3304 dated 30th of February, 2007. The notices sen I hav£ 
not txanffeerved back unserved ever till dale. Thus there 
is Strong presumption that the notices have been received 
by the workman but he hag chosen not to appear. It is fn 
these circumstances (ftal the matter is being disposed uft 
in (he absence Df the workman, 

The following reference was received by (he this 
Tribunal from Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
&]id Employment: 

Whether the action of the Management of Food 
^tpunlian of India in terminating the services of 
Sir Mohan Singh, Held* w.e.t Oclbber, 1992 illegal 
and justified? if not, to what relief lilt concerned 
workman is entitled lo ard from which date? 

As staled above even after getting the notice |ht 
wcultman has uOI chosen to appear. He has also ntri filwt 
Lhe claim Petition. There is no evidence on record to 
support I he claim of tbe work man that he was engaged by 
the Management and tbey had terminated his services in 
October, 1992 in violations of puuvissiuiis of Industrial 
Dispones Act, 1947 and the principles of iHLural justice. 
T he workman is therefore, not Entitled to any relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
he sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KLTLD1P STNGI1, l^asiiiiiigOfficer 

^ 3 h 2007 

43,34, 210 s.—idfafem, 3947 QM7 

14) ^ wn 17 ^ ^4{)q Ui4>ll ^R. aft. UvL 

^ nwtfi ^ rrs M+hT afa tf£ 

4 ^94 wistt eflsilPi* 
CTfcuflten 14/2000) 4^tffiffflff 
t, ‘4 ■M-r-Sb.l-r 3-7-2007 t?il 

[Tl T^?r 220]2/|59™tJ-3flt31F<Tihpi-ll)] 
'tj+Hi-r ^Al, j.+- , =t* 

New Tielhi, tbe 3rd July, 3UU7 

SLO. 2105.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
tktuStndlipuJiaAct I947(l4nf 1947)ttheCei*iJGovmMrHt 
hereby pobfishis the award (Ret Nul 34uf 2DU0) of the Central 


Government Industrial Tribunal-cun-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar as shnwr in the AiUttiure in (be IndaHrkl 
Dispute hrtwttn the employers in relation to the 
management of MGL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 3-7-2W7, 

[No. T r ’22fU2/I59/3C00-IRfCM4I)) 
AfAV KUMAR GAUR, Desk Offto* 
ANHSXUKE 

CTTSTRALGOVEKNMhWMlCKim^L 

nOB4INALr4TLlM4AfiO(IRCOIJIIX 

BERJBANESWUt 

FthhI : ShriN.K.R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer. L’.G.LT.-onn-Labner 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISFVTCCaSE N0.3VZU 
Date Of P*£u*g Award 2lod Jw, 20f7 
Between: 

The Management of the Chief General Mnppr, 
Jagannalh Area of MCL, P.O., Dera, Talchor, Angul, 
Oma. 

— I si Paity-Managcflitr L 

AM 

■ Their Workmen represented through lhe General 
Stcreufif, Malunadi Coalfields Mazdoor Sabha, AL/PO 
Ijurvjang Via: Takher, DisL Angul. 

—2nd Party-Union, 

Appearances: 

Shri R. $. MohifpatnL, Personnel Manager. 

—For the I Si Party Management 

SlniAmn Kr, Fond. General Secretary. 

—For lire 2nd Party-Union. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in (he Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by danse (d) Df sub-section 
(1) add sub-section 2(A) of Section If) of the Industrial 
Disputes Ad, 1947 (14 Of 1947) have referred the following 
depute for adjudication rifle iheir Order No. L-22012/14 9f 
TflftOdR (CM-II), dated 16/23-11 -2000 

“Whether the Contract work awarded to Shri 
Biswambar Pal hy the Chief General Manager, 
Jugiimutb Area of MCL, Takher is sham? If yes, 
what relief (he JI workers involved in tbe dispute 
ore entitled to 71 7 

2. The Management is admittedly running a 
specialised Hospi(ill called Nehru batabdi Central Hospital 
M Takher since 1994. It b alleged by the Union that under 
Goal Wage Agree mcnt-V there shaD be a statutory canteen 
in each collicry/bstablishmerit and i| is to be maintained hy 
the Management through a Managing Comnnillec by 
providing utensils, fuels, electricity etc. free of cost besides 
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providing fifmuinL assistance to enable the canteen to 
supply food article* at a cheaper rale and under rid 
cdrcunBlanaf such canteen is to he run hy a cmnrraeior- 
WLlh the ab^ve background iL is further alleged by the 
Union LbaL id violation of the above Wage Agreement the 
Management is turning a eaniaeh h$elf alladwd lo the 
above Hasp lal by engaging Labourers Ihrough a sham 
contract Ot uitned M/s. Hiswaiirbnr Pal. Since neither the 
Management nor ihc ?aid SO tailed uonLrncLur have 
nhiained no hoense as required under the Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Prohibition) Act and a* the hospital 
authority cstjiusivcly c*etcise UtdmiflblraLive control over 
die worker ^nd pay their wages they are to be treated as 
employee* of the Management and regufiinzml accordingly 
under its ealihlishinpnt us Ihey have been en^ced since 
1994 under t|ie guise of different contractors. 

3. Thi Manage nieru on (he ollter hand cmHcml^l 
that since there wjs no specialized hospilal Jur Us 
employees t' llnu JislTitt of Angut und Dhenknnal. il 
established fine such specialized hospital called Nehru 
5atahdi Osn^al I tospiLiil aL Tukher both for its employees 
and tHibidei^ as a part of its welfare measure. The hospital 
nuL being a taatutory hospital il engaged coniractois io 
supply diet find foodstuff 10 lhe paLienls subjecL lo Lhe 
sarisfnclion irrd day to day need of the hospital authority. 
The e stab! i sinter I of the contractor M/s. Fsbwjmhar E h a! : . 
which he ha^sei rp nearllie hospitah can uo( bo mated us 
a canteen of whatsoever nature. Denying the further 
allegation oOlJbe Union His contended by Lhe Management 
I hit I bolii t|e Management and the contractor Mrs. 
Ifiiwnmbar faJ had necessary license issued under the 
Contractor labour (Regulation & AboJitiou) AcL und tb 
such the cn^gpment of such contractor can nuithci he 
held bad ucj mmlrtiry lo Uoid Wage Agreement- V, the 
huspilaL in question not being a statutory hospital, it Ls 
further averred by lhe M:in9gemciH + rhal (lie above 
contractor hiving been engaged under a lender procedure 
and lhe coou^etoi conem ntd being ihe inmtdiare e unplnyc r 
of those whnjwei e uiiLirad tor dm; esectflion nf the commei, 
(he establishment of the said contractor ran neither be 
called as a statutory Cu nleen nftr its workers fan be Said tu 
have burn engaged under a sham contractor iu so far as 
the reliefs claimed by the Union. 

4 [IhijLhe basis of above pleadings til the parties lhe 
following issues ware fanned: 


ISSUES 


1. WbeLher I be re is relationship between Lhe 
cmplOj^T ;n;d the employee? 

Z, Whether the dispute is coming under Lbc 
prov isions of Industrial Dispute* Act? 

3. Wlfclher the reference i* maintainable 7 

4 Whether the contract work awarded to Shri 
bi4vambar Pal by the Chief General Manager. 
JagpmtHlIi Area of MCL Tiddler is sham? 


S. To w hat i e I iof rhe wnrVer.s involved in the dispirit 
an; v Mich'c: ir 

d! Besides relying ui: some documents end p^ti y 
has adduced oral evidence. From lhe side of the Union two 
witnesses including [he bevremry or ihe Union lmva Isjai-. 
examined. Frum lhe side oi'lhe Management equal nomheT 
of witnesses have been ex amined besides producing some 
docurnetl'S- 
ISKUE Nai&3 

fl. The:e beirm, mi substantial challenge us these 
issues by ei Ihcr parly. Lhe same are answered affirmatively 

ISSUE NO-1 & 4 

7 . These issues are taken up LogeLber us they are 
inrer-dependar.t. 

To justify Lh.at the Management is running a Lantern 
through a sham en:i::aci;.i M.s. Hiswmiibar Pal, the Union 

lufi rehed 0:i t 111 ': follown i iTL.iniSlJUiCL',. 

(al A canteen clt:se Lothe Satahdi Hospital is bring 
ruri ■"}' l ie M;i'musme;ii Itiruugh a sham 
conirut lar in ^ialation t'f Pina 10.7 of lhe 
NaLicnal L’o:il Wan C Agreement-V. 

(1>) Thai ■ h^ \i aiiageinvni is tuercisin^ 
udminislrative tontrul t>vrr the employee^ ui 
tbai canteen through lhe Hospital authority. 

(el IhiU wu 'li |j|^ i^nleen workers art ljcing 
paid directly hv the Management. 

(il) llial Jh^ Mfpi.i'al >^l prci'.'iMb 1 nl iuiitleLViilribuLiOi; 

ui these employee* i^iug ^tirtmgh liie aocitunr 
nu mheis of the M anageme nt, the same suggesL 
thaL Lhe su-ealled conLTUctor is sihiim ld ruiture 

tot FSoth lh: kianagemert and the so-eattod 
atn'.raL ior M Hiswaiuuai Pal had no license 
under f’cntrac: [.obour [ReEulalLon &. 
Abuhlioitj At'! iuid '.herKtore i[ is to Ik conslrucd 
thaL Lhe engiigemeoi o: a ourilTaeluT was only a 
paper work on lhe part of the Mimiigsraeni. 

B. Et Lstme thal unde: Pe.re. LU 7 ut ^'le psaiior.al Cmd 
Waje A^recmmtt-Vthc canteens .uovidci to the coiiieriev 
f,lahlislnmr:nl should m: un llliOugh any contractor. 
RaLher it is Lo be Tun Lhrouch u munuging oonuuincg. Fltn 
from lhe evrdeme ■ ;■ i ■ ^mm! i ;i p| n:;H i s shat She hospital in 
question is nnt a statulorv hospital attached to any colliery. 
I'rwi pis vr:rv i untie :i -1 l I: I ir l:v! ;Jl iicl adduced by lhe parties 
it is clear that it was a speaulized huspital established in 
l^M lo provide Iree spetralized IreormeirL to lhe worV^rs 
in ui io the general pub lie nn payment hasis. The evidence 
dJ lhe Union I L:rqsir-r ws llm 1 1 u- ^.;i;lI h0S|>ilal IS uildcr 
the M anagenr.cm ni C. (i M of the M anngement company 
hut not under an yet: lit: ry managetne nL. 'I'bejetorE, even if 
il is believed lor a r m unei'i "■ i:i m i lariiujii Ims het n attached 
to Lbal hospital rhe s^me not ev-me under the purview 
of Para 10.? of the S'aiioi'al f"on! Waf.e Agrcement-V, the 
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hospital [n question not being under any colliery 
Management 

4, Now ihe que&lion boils down Hue detertni nation 
is whether there was any canteen atLached 1u lhe above 
hiwqiilal and Ef so whether it was run by the ManagGirKiil 
Ii^lf In iHt rjmrt of a fieEilious contractor by name 
M's Diswambar Pal. 

10. Spanking on iha subject the Management 
Wiiness No.l has deposed ihui Lhe™ was no canteen 
attached Id the hospital in question- Kslher fin supply of 
diet and food materials to the indoor patients different 
cunLradurs were engaged bum lime (o lime a*J accordingly 
M/s. Biswambar Pal was given the cuntruei on Lhe basis of 
a Lender. For execution of I he above e-onLracL, 
M/s. Riswamhar Pal, the contractor, had opened his own 
establishment near the hospital and tKcepL lltc 5^ id 
establishment of the contractor there were no other canteen 
ncaiby. Exr.-B the tender notice and Eit.-B/l the work 
ordar isiHKtt Lo the above cunlniCtOr show thal he was 
given the contract of supplying die A and food materials to 
the indoor patients of the hospital on several conditions 
and subject to necessary verification by Ehc hospital 
aulhority. The diet schedule atLachcd 10 Hk contractual 
agreement shows that the concerned contractor was 
required to supply food articles of a particular standard. 
He was also required to engage persons free from 
otm'.agjeifc diseases and of good behaviour- Under the 
agreement the hospital authority were also empowered lo 
have Tegular inspection of [he quality of the food prepared 
by ilw l jjrJrLidcir. Under the Agrtemem Hie contractor 
concerned was further required lo engage required number 
of well hshaved, smart, experienced and disciplined staff, 
tike cno.s, suppKers h cleaners etc- The Workman Witness 
No. 2 has ejle.goricahy admitted at Fara^b of his evidence 
Ehat having come to know that one MA. Hiswaoibar Pal 
has taken (he conlracl. he had approached lum for a job 
and was accordingly engaged by him as a labourer. Me 
further stales thaL ihe alwvc con tractor had also appointed 
a Manager and Lbal, in every two lo Ihrce days the 
corrector himself used to come ftirins(KC 1 iinnollhevrarJ£ 
periunnid by Mm and others. Towards Lhe end of each 
mouth all (he workers we re-being informed by (be Manager 
as lo the dale and place of paymenl of tire if wages. The 
wiuress has further deposed lh*E they were heing paid 
wages ci tber personal I y by M^. Biswambar Pal or by any 
of his agents in presence of a representative nf the 
Management, flu a evidence of the W.W. 2 IhuS Cuts at 
ibe very iuot of lhe case of the union lhal Lhe contractor in 
question was a fictiiinus person. Ekl-C (be mgiSler of wages 
caries tbe name of M/s. Bixwamhar Pal as the employer 
and ExL-D a feller addressed lo lhe AsSf. CtMIHUSSioncr, 
CM.P.F. indicalei Lhal Lht Said M/tBiswambar Pal used 
lo make correspondences with the above anlburity iu regard 


to the P_F. condnibulions made by hiswcTkcrs, from all iVse 
it can very well be concluded (hat M/s. Biswambar Pal wiS 
not a sham contractor. Likewise ou Lhe basis of the tender 
notice ffxL.-B and lhe Ag^tracnt ExL-B/1 it can Further be 
concluded (hat the Management was absolutely not 
running any canteen near the hoqnlal in question but the 
so-called canteen was nothing but (he establishment of 
the contractor. 

11. The documents and lhe oral evidence adduced 
from the side of Lhe Union no doubt shows-that the C.P.I*. 
contributions of the workers wen; being deposited rader 
Ihe actxnmL number of the Management but on Lhe basis 
of the same it cannot be said thai (here was no contractor 
as under the provisions of Ihe O r M.P.F. scheme 1WB no 
separate registration number is alto table lo ft contractor for 
(ilingof statutory returns in TtSped of hisworters. A leLler 
uflhe (Tud Mines Provident Co mmiffiijtiuer marked Evt-E 
makes n furl Iwr clear that the contractors are only required 
to make deposiL ol the !\F. e:< iiitribution of thc-ir employees 
using ihe account number of Lhe principal emptoyet and as 
such lhe engagement iff M/s. Biswamhar Pal can not be 
ruled out- Esulliermi we ityl.- Ashows that the CL G.M. of the 
Management has been issued with necessary 1 iccrrec under 
lhe Contract labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act to 
engage conlruct labmueTS and as such it cannot be said, 
as claimed by ike Union Liesl the management could not 
have engaged M/s. liiswambar Pa! as the contractorL in 
view of the above and considering ail other aspects ** 
discussed earlier I am of lhe confirmed view that lhe 
cnntracL work awarded Lu M/s. Riswambar Pal by Ihe 
Management was nnl al all sham in naLims. 

ISSUE No, V 

12. In view of the Hbove findings given in the fore-, 
going paras the workers of the establishment of M/s. 
liiswnrnbar Pal are nOl emitted for any relief including 
TCgutarizabnn under the cstablishmenl of lhe Management. 

13 . Accordingly the reference is answered. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

N.K. R. MOHAPATKA* Fre&iding Officer 

USTOFWrmESSFS EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE WORKMAN 

Workman Witness No. J—Ann Kumar Pani. 

Wotkman Witness No.l—Narnsh Bhutia. 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON liEllALFOF 
11 IE MANAGEMENT 

Management Witness Nn.1—Kbrt V. Hfmlkgmar 
Management Witness No.2 —Dr. Aswini Kumar Dash 
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UStOFEXHIBITS &H BEHALF OF THE 2NfJ FAKTY- 
WORKMAW 

—Oop^ of National] Cnad Wage Agferanent-Y. 

E*t-2—Co jy of letter No. 219, dated ] 2-] 1-1997 of Shri 
Btewambari Fal, Contractor, addressed to [he Asst. 
Commiiisidner of Coal Mires Provident Fund, 
Bhubaneswir. 

Fsl.-3—Co Jy of work order issued lotbc Contractor. 

USTOF RXfflBITS ON BEHAI .F Of THE lSTFAKTY- 
MANACjE^ENT 

EkL-A—C«J y of JLC. No. 2ffi7 p dated 33-3-195*7. 

Em. - El —Cijpy of Tender Noliced^ud 13-31-1999, 
EM.-B/I —dopy ofthe TtuderNodce dated 2fi-7-20Q0, 

Es[ -C—AWteja of tbe Wage Register for ihe year 2000 . 
EjcL-D—C o^y of F.F. Statement. 

Est.-EM —Oopy of P.l"'. Statement for the year 1997-93. 
ExL-E—Cojry of" leder dated 2 1 -9-2003. 


^ KtvTl, 3 ^ciij r 2M7 

2106,—flWFm, 1947(1 947 
Kil 14> 9ft Nra n ^ aijERW HI3TTC 

Irurr ^ ^ r-nWT 4 t Titf ^ 

■^'ph 4 PiFfc idleilPub 

■ *^it(iiM(i 1- u , ffudblfl tre (4it£tii 

] 1250005 ) llftlftlri *ldl 1 ^ 4^)4 1 HW) Hit 1-7-2007 
^tWTI ^qiiairi 

[ ft T^-40012/3/91 -Ztii ) 

^jfcsISs, anflffirft 

! New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2007 

& O. 2J OtL— In puftuiiix of Section 17 of the 
Industrial D Spates Act. 1947 (34 of 1947), Uk Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. L1 25! 
3005) Gove ament IndtEtiial Tribunal-cunt Lahour Court 
No. 2, Chaidigarh as shown in the Annexing, In the 
industrial dil pute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Telecom Department and (hell workman, 
which was received by Lbe Central Government on 
3*7-2007. 

lNflLl.-4W120fll-IR(DU)] 
SUREMJRA STNGFJ, DeskOffittr 


ANNEYl*E 


CENlHALCOVI 
THI MJNAL-CU 


GOVERNMENT MHBIltlAL 
kL-CU MTABOtJR, COf rJCT-II, 
CHANDHGAHn 


5 HRI KULE^P SINGH, EWMiigOffinT 


CASE T r D, No e 1125,200! 

Registered on . 22 9-'2005 
Ltaleof Decision: 3-1-2ffll7 

SHHH SINGH No. SHRI FTTRA I.AL VT1 LAGfc BL ; BA 
SHERI, PO NANGAI. TEJU, TEUSIL BAWAL, 
DISTRICT KJtWARI 

...Petitioner 


VcrsNj 

TELECOM DEJAH1MHNT THROUGH DIVISIONAL 
ENGINEER TELEGRAPHS, GUHGAON 

■. ..ftMfponden I 

APPEARANCE 


For tbe Workman: Shri J iecnedar Gnaw ami 

lAR) 

For the Management: MR. Dincsb Nagar 

AdvocaLe 


AWARD 


The following reference wax received I'mm 
Government of India, Ministry of ] about itide their order 
No. I.-40013/3^1-|K(UU-I]J) dated 9th Oclribcr, 1991: 

“Whether the aednn nfihe MiinjigemtsU of I elec cm. 
Department in relying to lheh hub-Divisional Office. 
Rtwariin Lerrninaiim; the services nf Shri Suhe Sidgji 
S.'h Shri Hi ra T a] Casual worker w.e.F. 3 3 st January. 
1939 iv just, lair and legal. If not, towhar relief the 
worker concerned is entitled to?” 


ihe notice of the reference Was given to Lbe parties 
who append ■ The workman filed liis statement of clai 111 
and Ihe Management iheii Wriiten Smiamviit dnied Itnli 
September, 1992. They uisfl filed amended Written 
Statcmerlon I 61 I 1 Otfuber, 1993 and 2hth May, L99!.Thc 
workman filed Ihe rejilieaiion dated 22nd Maich r 1W3 and 
Ihen 27th Mareh, 1996. He also filed his affidavit dated 
22nd Ma^k, 1993 and 27lhMarch, L996. The Management 
ftled lbe affidavit of Shri Rishi Pfl], their SDE, besklestbal 
nf G-l - HamLi the Lxenicive Engineer. He filed two affidavits 
one dated 6 th October, L993 and dig nLhtTdmed Jfjiti April, 
1994. The Managcmc nt alsn filed the affidavits of another 
Shri T.D.M. Rcwan, Shri K.U Singh doled 14th Dee., 1994 
and l2lh Feb., 1996. Antony the witnesses who fUed Lbe 
affidavi |;> hijlJ Lbe workman Snbc Singh and Shri Rishipal 
Singh, the witness of the Management appeared as 
witnesses for lheir respective parties. 

lit idiurL tbe claim nf Ihe workman is Ihfll he was 
engaged as Casual Mayilixv on u permanent job on daily 
wages in March. 19S2 Lo work under SDO Telecom, Rcwaii 
Lind he served (he Managcwcnl op [0 3tlLb January, 1939; 
that Ihe Management lerminaled his services on 31 si 
January, 19S9. wlthnnl giving h>rn notice and witbnul any 
inquiry, charge-slieK 1 or compensation. They also retained 
his juniors in service, whereas disc Ugagecl him, in violation 
of the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, hereinafter en 
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be referred as Art; that the disengage in cut of the workman 
was illegal, unjustified and an unfair labour practice- The 
workman has remained without wort ail through this period 
and is fully dependent upon his parents for livelihood he 
has prayed for passing all award ui his favour holding that 
the (hsengageraeolofthe workman was had in law and Hie 
workman is tnlillad ut itiiHtiumefil in service with fuil 
hack wagfiS, costs of Liligaliun and interest on the amount 
so found due. 

As noted earlier the Management filed Written 
Slalemerl and amended it twice. The amended statement 
of Ibe Management dated Zfith May, 1095, is the final 
Written Statement. According to this, I lie plea of the 
Management is that (he workman was not employed 
through F.-nploymeni Exchange stgainst It regular vacancy. 
He had regularly worked on muster nulls against l he pOH 
of an absentee Casual labourer. The workman was not 
given a regular appointment. Denying thal I he workman 
wm engaged in Febuniury. 1980 nr relieved on 30lh January, 
1969, j| j& stated by (hem (hat the workman had served the 
Management for 207 days from Feb-, 1988 |p January, 1989. 
Claiming dial (he muster rolls for. the period Feb., 1468 to 
May, 198£ was not available with them. It Es stated by them 
(hal the workman had not continuously worked for the 
Mrutagement nor be bad served (he Management /Or 
240 days preceding 12 months preceding the date of his 
disengagement. According to Lhe Management the 
workman hud Served them for only 207 d»yS. The 
ManageiTre.nl thus did not violate (he provisions ol 
Section 25-F of the Act while dBengagiiig Lhe workman 
nur they v iolaled the principles of natural justice or rules. 
They denied the contents of para 5 of the Claim Petition 
and have {Wayed tor dismissal of Lhe reference. 

It is oo record IhuL [be workman also filed two 
replications, presumably immediately after lhe filing of Lhe 
Writ ten Slalemcnt by the Management and then after the 
filing of lhe amended Written Statements. Both [he 
applications bavc merged in the final replication dated 
27th March, 14%. According to thaUhe workman denied 
Thfl claim Of the Management So made in Lhe Written 
Statement. He reiterated [bat he hid begun (be service 
with (he Management in March, 1982 under SDG Telecom, 
Rowan as a Casual Mazdnor, oh muster mils. According to 
him [be woikman had served (be Management for 470 days. 
He further claimed (hat he bed served the Management for 
more than 240 days 12 months preceding lhe date of 
terminatio n of his services, He disputed the details of the 
working days given by [hr MunugrmenE staLed that lhe 
Management has gives different versions of their case in 
[be Written Statement and in tbe affidavit of tbeir witnesss, 
He alleged (hat (fa Management has violated the provisions 
of Section '25-F of Lhe Act and thus lhe lemtinatioi] of the 
services of the workman is bad in law, 

Tfa workman, in his statement, admitted (be contents 
of (be affidavit exhibit W-l und Staled (bul he had served 


[he Manage mem from March, 1482 to January, 1989, in 
total for 470 days. He denied Hut he had served only up(a 
i486 and Slated that he had not left the job ul his own noi 
the claim of (He Management that he had served only for 
i 9t) days is not corral. I It admitted to have heen married, 
bul claimed tliat he is dependent upon his parents for 
livelihood. Aisbi Pal &f)F. wiu appeared as a witness for 
rbc Management staled (haL lhe workman had served the 
Management from June L 988 rqjto January, 1989 and denied 
his claim thal he hud staved litem from March, 1482 (t> 
January 1989. Ho admitted HUiUhe Management docs not 
p 04 ^e$s the muster rolls for a period prior rn 198S. He 
denied that tbe workman had served the Management from 
January, 1488 (0 Pec., 19S8 ic. for more Lhair 240 days. He 
failed to show where lhe minster rolls for that period are ns 
they were beeping the muster rods only for 5 years only, 
lie admilled (hat no notice was issued (Oilte workman nor 
he was served with any charge sited before rbe teimdniiliun 
of liift services. He further denied llwl tmy junior of lhe 
workman was retained in service. 

I have considered the submission made by the parties 
and have also gone Ihrougb the record, "lhe pleadings 
the parlies makes interesting reading. In Lhe WiitEen 
Statement dated 16th October, 1993, the Maoagemeril 
rlaimwl (hat Lhe workman had served Lhe Miimigcmcnl 
from March, I486-to Novemfat, l9Sfli.c. only lor 19£)tfciys 
during the span of two years and eight mootbs. Kepi yi eg 
10 the same averment of the workman lhe Management in 
their Written Statement dated Ibih October, 1493 Slflted 
tbaL tire workman had served the Management from Feb., 
19SB to January, 1989. According to them in 12 months 
preceding the dale of termination of Lhe services of the 
workman he hwl served the Management for 215 days, 
rhus diey gave different versions without reconciling lhe 
Iwo figures and whhonl giving the hasis for their vpntid 
statements. Sbri G.l. Handa in his affidavit dated 5Lh 
October, 1993 and the otic fiied on i9th May, 1998* he 
rlaimwl (fat Lhe workman had served lhe Management 
from Ffcb^ 1988 to January, 1989, for 236 days. Shri K. B. 
Sittigb ahOtfar witness of [he Management in bis affidav il 
rl 14th Deo, 1994 give the number of days, (Ite workman 

served Ibe Management as 236 dnys hut in his subseijn^m 
affidavit dated llih February, 1946 he gave the number of 
days during which lhe workman had served (hem as 207 
days. In the earlier affidavit he showed thm Ehc workman 
had worked for lfa Management in Feb., L98i, btil m lhe 
subsequent affidavit he claimed that fa does not possess 
the til itSlcr rolls of February, 1938, so was not m a position 
(O say as to for how many days the workman bad served 
the Management dining Heb„ 1988. The workman has 
claimed that during the month of October, 1988, lie had 
served fM 28 days, in Decemhcr 1983 fur 19 days whereas 
the Management claimed That the workman bad served for 
17 days in October, and 28 duyrs m December. In any case 
the sum total comes to the same. Although, lhe 
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Management dirt nor produce lhe muster rolls tn su^ion 
their clairi^ They also did nul produce STSbri K.f! Sinyh 
aiut$hri 0 Hiinda. tci reconcile tltcir bmppLuh mide in the 
affidavits v( ith Sim Shri ftishL Pal, SDtwho finally ap]i£uiei I 
as u wiLnei- for me Management. 

Aftcf pci mi up ih- pleadings of Hie parries and ihe 
st j lemcnLsjof 1lie ir v. m -e^s ] find lliat ihc Manugtiiheul 
has made buried and different suuements re bulling the 
claim the >nikrnnn at discussed above. Al certain 
" he y aLlrriiued that the wniknimi Iiiil.E served the 
Manageminl far 29 days i it IT-cbruu.Ty- 1588 and at other 
place iJieyiciiuiJifiil iha; ihey do ml have muStf-T rolls of 
February.| L W5fi, so they art; unable lo show as to for tinw 
many daysj lhe workman had served ir Feb., '9&S. Fliev 
further fail^rl [u producelhc rccrud penainiitg iw thf munLha 
uf fjdolx^ and December 1988. aEthough ihc result rhai 
varimiiju tioufJ have noi brought any differenl situation, 
as i he Mui^gemcnt claimed oiie day than the workman, 
m Oclnbed. IVlifi, hut they g^ve i he number of Jays, the 
weffcman spvrJ daring December. 1one day more 1 ii^ 
iFie workman claimed in his suumienl if we leak at the 
unse Front phe angle of die wyTkniam I fmd that he by his 
own admission Fie has. Lulled ia prove tbal he had served 
[he Management for ?4ftdays ]2 rauirths preceding the 
dan; of letroimdiun of his services. He sUnuPed in tus 
raplicaiiup and En the affidavit lliai Ire had served the 
Management uplo Jaouaiy. 1§89. If we count backward 
from January, 158V. he served lhe Managcme.isi for 2Sb 
days. NciWhcrc Fn his pleadings he claimed thal the 
Manafienifm h;»iI nol given him (lie credit nf Raudays 
National Elulidaysorpaid holidays. Et istoEm inlen thul.he 
nas mcEudf-d all these days in [he da>n during which he 
had served the Managemem. Thus by his <iwu saying he 
haii ncH seitvcd thcMaiLageniain fur 24(J days. Eleclaims to 
hive served rhen: firm 1 March, 19871u January. 1'JB9 matins 
tFic p.iaJ rhun'^'j of days as 47ft. The Majlageme]il iias 
ntMiTver d4. ■ ud his ohim Uven if that claim of the workman 
is taken io 1 -s inif. his services before Feb., 19fifi, canmi; 
h-.: ciniiiioj I'ur the simple reasons that lib teim^ uf Section 
2 h -it of th4 Ac r. the wm king day's to be taken true oceouat. 
should im|i go beyond E2 months, fiom lhe- dine ol 
lerminaLioTj of servi res nf i Iw workman. I n ray opinion the 
workman I has failed lo show Lbal he had served rhe 
Managermjnl for 24il day? preceding the ttile of terminalinn 
of Jtis services thus he is nt>U irlilled tu Lhe benefits under 
Section Fof iht /VL. The cntEtlcmcnl of Hue ]?siir;fiis 

.. ihiU.seolion could only lie f ccmsideied tffteT il was 

Found thairii^ lvorkinsn hod served the Matiagtmiem for n 
year as de|ined h> S-Olii ion 25-li of the Ad. The claim of 
the Ainknim is. ihe::J'ore. not maiiitainablt;. The reference"- 
is arswenil against him i-ioldini; |hai he it nol entEUcd to 
any re! ief a cupy ol this award be .sent lo rlt appropriate 

tiovt. tor hcois-san ueiiyu nnd (he flic be consigned in 
records affci dun: einripletion 

KL'LDIF SINC-H, Ph^iJingOL/icer 


^ k-^v! 2 ■ T i , m4. IM7 

^3 r 3W, 1107,- - ttjqR afilPWR, 1347 ( L347 

m ) i ■? up rib sns 

t^mi 4 ft tnr^ h-jn*T tfa 3^ ^ 

tf fqfS>i jUtifigb ^ ■r:--i j .| mm a^fiw 
aqfMtpTvi.X j| v|.e'|J t#F^lZ ]24j.-^006) sir 

T^fiRriti ST# # «-rT-4r ^FSTE sil 3-7-l{>07 #i TIR1 
TTSF W 

fF. u.^1 .'tii ^.-7^'7[kl^-^?iriXFKF- LJ1 ] 
sm #3, "3T35 srtii^i^l 
New Delhi, me 3rd July. 2tT07 

N.CT 2 LOT.—lr |:iiiSi.;LriCr: of Section V ? uf Hit 
[iiduvlrtul Dispjles AlI. 134“ (14 of 1^47>, the ("cntral 
(invernmem heieliy jwlilisFif-’ Hie awutd (Kef, No. j 17^-1 ■' 
TOOtiJof lIk: (bniTal (.niveniment irduslrifli fribunui-tum- 
l^hs^ai ("ioiLri. Me-S|f.'hiindijjiiT|;EisshruwnintbeAnncxerc 
in the industrial Dispeie berween rbc mana^cnie nl of Fetid 

f’oi i|itii ;li ioi- iif I m beLr WL'rkmen. received by Lhe 

f'anlral (.invfTnrreiil'.'n .1-7-2LHJ7. 

;no. i ,-22ni A'oi^ins-iiyrhi-ii^i 
AJAY KL'MAR fiAUR, Desk Officer 

vnn™ (lh. 

rFNTH.M. C40M". LNiHJSl KLAL TKUHJNA1XJL-M- 
LAUOl 'H HOT K1 NO. -U, OfANDinARH 

STULlKLlUHrSLMJIL PTOskUngOfficrr 
f_ns<J.LP,NOi 124J;200ti 
RcgiHereJoi:: l'LI-l-2bUb 
Date of Dccisien l f -1-2007 

IVfn'liilder SiiL:j;:i C Nim Auiaijil ISnljcili JuLlau and 
Shri Sanjeev KsmaJ Bawa. Authorised Representanve 
R.MH.N. 27^7, .'. M uhi;i I Is, DM Kcpiir. ftupar 

FeLilmner 

'■ e'tTi.T 

Dirjriei MarmurT. J kJ DtsLrn:! iungniT. 5angrer. 

—Respondent 

AbLARANCES 

J or lhe Workman Mr. S. K. iiansal, Advutiile 

J ur [he Mtinttgemcnl Mr. N.K. ZakhraL, ;VJvou;Hr 

AWARD 

Inc worknran continues to be absent. Mr. Bansal 
who hiiU been iirpeurmu Jur him sLales thru he has nu 
instructions lo appear ir. the ease. The record of the tile 
shi>w$ r|i;i| lhe worki;i:m 'ms nt-ftr uppeureti in (hut MSC- 
f>nly his counsel appeared and thnr too wilhout authority. 
I'he uppeui-iince -.'i' > h— t.'ounsel I'yT him wns recorded nn 
his lilmgthe memo i.J appetcinsT. J Le has hciwcvpr f Ihiled 
Lu submit Lhe authcriLy Idler from ihc workman to appear 
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in the case. 11 was in these eircinttSUmCw I lull summons Lu 
the workman were issued under register cover twice vide 
postal receipt Mo. 3 E 92 dated 11 Ih L>f OciudKT, 2006 hk) 
3304 dac&l 20th of February, 2007. Ihe notices sent have 
not hcen received hack u rise rved even till dale. TbusEhece 
is strong presumption that the notices have been received 
by the um.'kmai; hut he has chosen not to appear. It is in 
these si fct ms Lances that the matter is bcii^g disposed of in 
Lht utseme of the workmsn. 

The following reference was receiv-id by Lhis 
Tribunal I ram Government of India, Ministry of labour 
and Employment: 

Whether the action of the Management of Food 
CnrjtQi ;ti ion oJ India in lenninaling the services of 
Sh- .vk-'hindcr Singh, Bcldar w.t.f October, 1992 is 
kga I aod justified? If not, la what relieftta concerned 
woFjcman is entitled to and fromn which dale? 

As Jitaied ahewe even after gelling the notice the 
workman has ri.n chosen <o appear. He has also not filed 
the claim Petition. There is no evidence on reeord to 
support disclaim of the workman th&1 be wifi engaged hy 
the M ana ye tiert and lliey bad terminated bis services in 
OcM W2 m violations of provisions of litdusn ial Dispute 
Ac1 h 1947 End the Principles of Natural Justiee. The workman 
is Therefore, nor emiiJetl to any relief. The reference is 
iirawcrcd against him. lit a copy of this award be, sent [0 
the appropriate Covnmmerl for necessary action and Ihe 
flic he consigned in records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
RwtI , 3 2007 

fll.MT. llOflL—AfiilFM. TddK iW (1947 

14> ^ mi 17 ^ 4, as 

f^PTF ^ ^ ^ 4fa r 

4 dfiaH'iHt-, -i-rw ■jjteilf'i* 

flftww < II, (¥Rif ™ 12M/2MH) 

^ WPlftlT -sfr ^5hr 3-7-2M7 ^ TIM 

^sir *ni 

L^i T^cf-220 L27433720IH-3*? SflR ( IT ) 1 
thrift *fr|, 

New Delhi, ihe 3fdJiily n 2<X>7 

S,0 2108. —in pursuance- of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes ACL, 1947 {14 of 1947), Lire Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award ("Ref. No. 1204/ 
21X15) of tit CcrdTal Government IndifSlrialTribunal-cutn- 
Labour Court, Nu. 2, flhflndigarti as shown In the Anturrtirc 
in !he Industrial Dlc-pute between the management of 
I’i.h kI Corporation of India tmd their workmen, received by 
the Central Government cm 03-07-3007. 

[No I-r22012/433Z2004-IR (CM-11)1 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXL1HE 

CENTRAL GOVT* [JfDflSrRIALTTtlMJNAl^^ 

LvooirR coma-a cuandKjAHH 

RESIDING OFPDCER: SHR1KULLXF SINGJI 

CASE I JX No; 12*4/2005 
Registered tm : 3-10-2005 
Date af Deddrn r 11-4-2007 

ftaidev Singh C.'u Slut AUdrjll Singh Jattan A Sh. 
Sanjccv Kumar Bawa, Authorised representative r/o H.N. 
Z782, Phase 7, Mobalii. DreL Ropar, Ropar. 

PETTUGNIiR 

Fftr.UiS 

District Manager. FGI, District Saugrur, Sangnrr. 

RESPONDENT 

AJTCARANCT 

Forihc Workman Mr. S. K. Rannal, Advocate 

For 1 the Management Mr. N.K. 7^lthmi, Advocate 

AWARD 

Tha workman continues to be ah$anl. Mr. Ransal 
who had been appearing ior him stales ihai be has no 
instructions lo appear in the case. I be- record of the file 
shows that the workman has never appeared in the case. 
Only bis counsel appeared and that too wil botfl authorrfy. 
The appearance of rhe Counsel for him was recorded on 
bis filing the memo of appearance. He has however, failed 
10 Submil ihe authority lelleF from the workfliwn to appear 
in the case. Ttwas in these circnnLrtances that summons Eo 
Lht workman were issued umJer rtgisfier cover twice vide 
postal receipl No 3194 dated lilh of Gol, 2006 and 3304 
dated 20th of Feb. 21X17. The noticieH seal have nOL been 
received back urJServed even Lilldaie. Thus there is strong 
presumption that the notices have been received by Ihe 
workman but he has chosen not to appear, it is in tbeve 
cdramislancesihsl rhe mauer is being disposed off m the 
absence of tbc workman. 

'I'he followintg reference wws TW 4 ived hy the this 
Tribunal from GovetmnenL of India, Ministry of f ihwr 
and Fmploymeur: 

Wbctbcr the action of the Management of Futid 
OirpOrulicMt uT India in lentiimuing the sendees of 
Sh. BaJdcv Singh, Dcldar w.e.f. October, 1992 is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled 10 and f] Ofll w[i ich date ? 

As slated above even after get Ling the notice 
Ihe workman has rot chosen to appear. He has iLso not 
filed the claim Petition. There is no evidence nn record LO 
support ihedttim of I be workman that Ik was eng^tgedby 
Ihe Management and Lbey hud leTTrtinated his services tn 
Oc^ 1992 in violations of provisions of luhislrial Dispute 
Acl, 1947 and Ihe. principles of Natural justice. The 
workman is therefore, not entitled to any relieL Theieffmce is 
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answered i^gainsl him. ] er a eopy of this award be sent £n 
Lhc appropriate Government for ncecssaiy action and ihe 
file be consigned to records after dee completion. 

KUJ DIP SINGH. Presiding Office; 

i 

tt tr??fr. 3 ^eni awr? 

2109, ■ jfitfpl* f^l? SrM-WT, 1917 OR47 

*T I 4) ^ ^irrr J7 ■* tf, ^ (fair 

feqm ^ Tf^rcH ^ site fn'-ii^T afa ffctfopf is 

#q, srpjq d^kitfTFP fagnj ^ ^hr 

T- ll.Hlf^Hs w: {TTC’f WIT 

i:26.\2fitoj tr.i **ilijH tttT 1 £, 4 tf^fhr m^rr ^rr 

TT We^-Sir dTi * 

K T 7rT-40t>]-iTTi ari ;st.^jj 
*$75 fftfT r iFiftTnfr- 

hew Delhi. ihe 3i d Jul y, 2fH 17 

I 

S.O ilUR,— Ln Pjrsu^jifl, uf Se^Liun jy t h c 
Industrial Disputes Act, L*47 (14 of 1947), die Central 
Govcimnerlt hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. L12<i/ 
Government Tndustna 1rriJbsmal-ciim-Labom Conn, 
No. U, Chandigarh n$ shown in Hue Annex un: in Hit 
Industrial dispute between dia tinpluyeis in celadon to 
lire management oL Telecom DtparlmtnL and tiieii 
workman, ^ bteh was received by i k GailraL Government 
cm -V?-2tWj|. 

JNo. L^UXHJZ 1 ' r 7..V] -J R <ni 0 ] 
SUKLNDRA SINGH, DeskOUkar 
ANNEXJURE 

nvNTOAi GOVT. rNiJUSIlUALTIUBWNA] 

1 ^BOlKfXlLKriL, rTUNTOGARli 

PSF.STTJlN^OlHtlR. $HRI KULDfPSTNfiH 

CAStLDNn: II3&2MK 

I 

Retfmtfttva : Z2-P-2M* 

Bate of Dtxiuoft 13-4-2007 

Si liiR SJ Mt iH MO SI [RJ PAKBHATT RAW, FX [>AJLY 
CASljjA L. MAZDOOft. 0*3 St K> TELECOM 
i! >IFARTMENT OF LTUiCOJU, 

RJiVeAKi 

FETTTTONFR 

Wf«tLT 

TFLLOOIVl DEPARTMENT THROUGH DIVISIONAL 
FNfcLNLER, TFT FCRAPHS, GUKGADN 

I KliSFUNDiiNT 

APPEARANCE 

Kor the WocfcmaEi SHRI N.P MITTAL 

! AR 

FcrrUie Maj^incm : SHEU ARUN WALL A 

Advoeait 


AWARD 

The Gover-irn^m oL' Jiidia vide rheir order 
No.I.-400l V’.'^l rHdUijJaiK) tOibDce.. mi: 

‘'^krherLheiioLicm-^E'che Majia^emenr of T-n^eum 
DcpamiKiii rtlatLi^L^Snb-DivLiinnal ttfficc, Rewoi i, 
in lerminatir.g che scr^'Jees of Skri Sliur bin^h S'o 
Sbri Pi abaci Ram, Casual Mirlcirw.t.i, 3]at January, 
]?!W isju.il fled, if nui wtuitrdici'hcis entitledtes7^ 

ITie notice of cIol -nf-Tuii-e given Lo che panics 
who appeared [hrongli ih^t repceaenlativicR. The woiknian 
filed his scaminem ol cliiim and the Marafiemeiu ilieir 
WritLen blaLcinenrs daied l^il' Ssp.. lMZ. J hev alio tiled 
amended Wriuen iLn:emen: on Id ncrobcr f 1 unci ^6la 
May, 1 ?J C J5. The worknn a.o fike iIh: -eplnuiiions duled 22nd 
MaTob. and fieii."!2- 1 1- Marc h. > L J L J6. lie also Tiled "nis 
afFldaviis ilaied 22 rd March. 19' 13 and 27rh ]4^. 

ibe Wanasenecn: file d ihc m"Ndiivi: ol'bhri Rishi Pal. ihe;Y 
SDE, besides i l-.a: of G I. J Lime a, che Excctnivc Rnjjinue-. 
who filed iwm a|'|fcl;is j-.i_ one daied ech CkcnLy::, 19^3 anil 
liic olJwr daied 2:^ch Aju i'.. .9^4. J he Mana^emem aisn 
filed clw a f f idaviis ol'anoLher T.D. M Rc-*ari f Shri K..JJ bineh 
daied 14Lh Doe.. I')'J4 and i.2::i]'ah , 19L)b. Among Ihe 
wimessea who filed che affidavit only I he workman She: 
Shcc Singh iuid Sene RiihipaL Singh f Hie wimess uf Lhc 
.ManHgemenc. apj^;jir.;l oa witnesses Coe Rieir ies|>ee’ivt 
paicies. 

In stum me claim of lhe M-orJiumn is Lhul he re 
engaged as Casnnl Mu^dt'oc on a permanen: inh on claik 
w iL^cE., in E-eb.. L'JNlf a id he servcjil ihe Munugemcnc npio 
30lh Januacy. JOfi^. 'o ill: iiiicn-niicen 1 . bccaksdueio eoLocahie 
exercise by chcm: ilia' ihe Management lerminaied his 
serv ice^ on 3 L sL J unuarc.. 1wiihooi giving Jiim nolice 
and wichcHn any mijuiri. Umrge sheet or compensai in a. 
They also lKCained hiv juniors in service, whereav 
disengaged Lnm, in violaiion of die oinvisiimsof hiduslTcaJ 
Dispute Aee, hcieinjiller n.' hr icl'ocrcd aa Am, chal lhe 
di^eugjigement of che wnck man was i I k.ga | L unyusLilcrd and 
an onlau labouc praerJec. rlir w.^rinnim has remained 
witboui wock all chrough i l-.i^ period und iifullydcpcndeni 
upo n Jiii paienli L'ut Livel ihevid. F lc ha $ piuyed fur pasiin ir 
an award ir. his cuvunc holding LbaL che disenfta^pmcni id 
thc workman was buJ inlaw and [he workman IS uni riled lo 
i l i usunt.nw]i l in sen ice with full hayk waives, cuscs oi 
litigation and hue re si uj: .he amemnt so fnurd due. 

As noted cailiri :ln: MariEigemenc filed Wriilen 
Sratcmcrir ami aui c nUeU il twice. Tne amended sraiann i:| 
i>f Lhe Management ds-fd 2dih Muy, 11W5, lk Lhc final 
Wriuen SLulennenl. Aeeoiriing ihi |l:is, lhe plea of ihe 
Management is dial ! m workman was nor employed 
Lhrough Enipliiyrniw.i t\chiinge againsl a regulai mcitnev. 
He bad regularly worked nn rmisnir roll^ agjunsL lhe pose 
of an aLise.iuee Gcsuul J.abourci. Tlic workniiin was not 
given a regular ap|Viiniirenl. Denying chat che workman 
was engaged ii; J'eo.. L : SiJ or relieved on ilfJih Jauourv. 
1^89. cL is slated by clicn- ilnii |[ie workman bad served die 
ma nags ineni Joi 17 f > days Ti om Fel i., 1908 Lo January.! WA 
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Claiming |Jut the muster roll* fflr lIk period February, 1988 
and September, 19S&, were nun liable with Ibem, it Es 
staled hy them Tlwi itue workman had ncn continuously 
wcuked for the Managemeni oor be had served Ihc 
Management for 240 days preceding 12 months from Lhe 
dale of his dEscngagextKrl. According to the MajugpnKjil 
the wnrlmum had served them ft* only 176 days. The 
Management thus did not viulale the provisions nf5ecU0]i 
25-F of the Ad while deengagLjyt Uk workmrm nor Ihey 
violated ih« piindpla of mmnl justice ur rules, They 
denied die contents nf paras 3 10 5 of the Claim Pctilinn 
and have ptUyed for dismissal of rhe reference. 

It '& on recod'd that the workman also filed two 
replications, presumably inirtwdiaLely after the filing of the 
WriLten fitatemeni by Lhe Management and lheu after the 
filing L>t Lhe amended Written Statements. Both the 
applications bavc merged in ifc final re pi (cation dated 27th 
kftirdi, 1996. According to that lhe workman denied lhe 
claim of the Management so made in (he Writie u Statement. 
He rtiie^icd that he had began lhe service with the 
Maniigpnent in KrhnKry, l99UumJer SDO Telccoru, Rewari 
as a Casual Mazdoor, on muster rolls. According to him 
the workman had served the Majngeraenl for 543 days. He 
further claimed tbaL he bad served the Management fur 
more than 273 days 12 months preceding the date of 
lenuinatlnn of his services. He disputed the trails uftbe 
working days given by the Management slated that the 
ManagerKUl has given different versions of Lheir case iit 
(be Written Statement and in the affidavit of their witnesses. 
I 3e alleged that the Managemeid has violalcd lhe provisions 
□f Section I5-F of the Act and Hues the termination of Lhe 
seTv:ces(if the workman is bad in Jaw. 

The workman, in his statement, admitted the corneiiis 
of lhe affidavit exhibit W-l and staled thal he had served 
the MsuJi^gement fram Fchruary, 1990 and 2441 days 12 
mon±s preceding the date of termination of his services. 
He denied that be had served only upio hiuvember,! 988. 
He admitted to have been married, tol claimed that he is 
dependent upon his parents for livelihood. Rishi Pal SHE 
who appeared as a witness for the Management staled 
Ihflt rhe workman had Served the Management from June 
1W£9 npto January, 1989 and denied the claim [bal he bad 
Served them from January 1988 to December, 1999 for 240 
days. He admitted that the Management docs no! possess 
the nwSler ruLfc fm a period prior lo l^hruary, 1988 as they 
keep the muster rolls only for five years, lie denied thal the 
workman had served (he Management from Jan nary 1999 
lu December, 1999 i.u. for more iban 240 days. He failed In 
show wlisc the muster rolls for thal period are, as ihey 
were Lee ping the muster mils for 5 years. He admilted that 
no notice was i&ured To (be workman nor he was served 
witfi .idy t barge sheet before Uk termination of his services. 
He further denied that any junior of lhe workman was 
retained Eo service. 

I hove considered (he suhoussiotl made by the parties 
itfvd have also gone through (he record. The pleadings hf 
the parties mak* interesting reading. In the Written 
Suite me nL dated ktilh Octoh^r, 1993, the Management 


claimed rhaL the workman bad served (be Management 
from Fehrriary, ] 999 lu January, 1989 Le. only for 236 days. 
Replying tn the same averment of The workman the 
Management m Lheir Written State men I dated 26tb May ( 
199S staled that (he workman bad served die Management 
from February, 1988 to January, 1484. According lo that in 
] 2 months preceding the dale Of Leimiuatiun of (he services 
of lhe workman he had served the Management for t?6 
days. Thus Ihey gave different versiurs wiihouL recondlihg 
the two figures amt wliJtout giving Lhe basis for their varied 
Slattmenls, Shii (i.L Handa In bis affidavit dated 5th 
October, 1993 ji'id [he one filed un JEhh May, 1994, he 
claimed Hwl the workman bad served the Management 
from February, 1988 In lanuary, 1999, for 215 days. Shri 
K.B. Singh another witness of (he Management ih his 
affidavit daled 14th December, 1994 gave the number of 
days the workman served the Management as 2l5 days 
hul in his subsequent affidavit dated 12th February 1996, 
be gave the numher of da-y-i during which the workman 
Served (hem as 176 days. .In the subsequent affidavit he 
claimed that he docs not possess Uk muster rolls of 
February, I93E, so was not in a position losay aslolbr 
how Ina pi y days lhe workman bad served the Management 
during February, 19&R. The Management did nuL prod nee 
the muster rolls ili suppurl (heir claim. They abo did not 
produce Safari K.R. Sinful turd Shri U.L, Handa, torcuoncdle 
their assertions nude in the affidavits with that of Shri 
Rishi Pal, SDF who fuitiJIy appeared as a witness fm the 
Manage merl. 

After perusing the pleading* of Uk parties and Uk 
statements of their witnesses I fund il the Management 
has made varied and different statements. They further 
failed to produce the record pertaining lo (he months of 
February, and September, 19^9, although the result ofthal 
variation COuJd uuL have brought any striking difference, 
as the Management claimed OiK -day less Unn claimed by 
the workman, in October, 1998, but they gave the Dumber 
of days, (he .workman served during December, 19BR as 
One day mure than lhe workman claimed in his SlatertKiLl. 

If we look at the case from the angle of the workman 
J find thal he by his own adm ission has failed Lu prove Lbal 
he had served [he Management for 240 days. He claimed 
to have served lhe Management fur 29 days in Fehnury T 
19HS, a fact which was adm itted by Shri KB, Singh in his 
affidavit dated 14<h tecenhber. 1994 and by Shri G1 Handa 
in his affidavit dated 5lh Uctuber, 1993. Sinnlarlybotfi Shri 
Hands and Shri KLR, Singh also admifiod Thai the workman 
had served the Management for ID days in May, 26 days 
in June, but the third witness ft* lhe Management Strri 
Rishi Pal, denied (he workman having served the 
Management in the months nf March, April, May and 
February. He further churned that lhe under rulfc nf February, 
was Krt nvHHattie with (benr. Mr. Rishi Pal claimed that they 
du not preserve the muster rolls for mote than ? years. |f |ha] 
1& SO then lhe Management was in possession nf the muster 
rolls in [he year 1993 and 1994 since the muster rolls for the 
year 1988 were within the period of five years, as isHaimad. 
It is noted earlier thal the Management has noi given any 
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cogprat reason for having withdrawn the admission lhal 
Lite wurkma^ had served file Management for 29 days in 
February, l9fS8 L for 10 days in May and for 2tj days In fune. 
All Che wi1n4ssM of (he Management h:KJ mainlained lhal 
Lite working had nol served ihem in September, 198H 
whereas (he workman haa olairaud lhat he had served litem 
far 3Qdays inSc pt m her, 1 988, He chimed inins replication 
and in the anidavii |ha| he had served the Management 
upon Januar J, 1989, if we count back from January, 1989, 
he served the Manage ineiti for 2l6 days he has tailed tn 
show, lay aifr evidence, much Less cogent evidence ilu<i 
ha had served the Management far 240 ttys. Nowhere in 
his pleading he claimed that lhe Management bad nut 
given him Lf e credit of Sundays, Natinnal Holidays Or 
paid hoELdayjs. It is ro be taken Lira! he has included all 
these days the tucH days during which he had served 
the Managt^wnl, Thus by his own admission and failure 
Lu prove thal he had worked in September, 19H8 also. He 
claims 10 bav^ served them from February, 19fl0 tn January, 
19S9 mafcirig the total number of days an 597, I'be 
Manage men has however, denied his claim. Even il'(hat 
claim of the workman is taker to be tme, hh services before 
February, IQflfl, cannot he courted far the simple reasons 
that in ttTms|uf Secfian 25-Bofthc Act, rheworking days 
10 he taken i^to account, should not go beyond 1 - months, 
farm the daw of let m Lnat fan of services of the workman. 1 n 
my opminn jhc workman has failed to show (huL he had 
served the hjaragament far 24(1 day? preceding Lhe date 
of terminatLHjii of his services. Thns he is nor entitled to 
(he benefit^ under Section 2SF of lhe Ad. “The 
exitkmen ff the benefits under that section could only 
be considered after it was found that the workman had 


served lhe Management for a year as defined hv 
Sect km 25'f Of Lire Ad- lhe claim of the workman is, 
therefore, nit maintainable. The reference is answered 
against him (Jolding ihat he is nut entitled to any relief. Let 
£ copy u( Ihi^ award be sent to the appropriate (Government 
for necessary action &Jld [he file be CftUsigned Lo records 
after due completion. 

JtLl Lilli? SlNUI i> Presiding Oilicer 
'4^ 4 , 2007 

star, jii m.—dSWlf'i+i™ aflfafrzPT. iwOwt 

■pa i4)bft tt?r 1 7 ^cfi-sJl'ti 
iferiFl ^ ^ tws sfrr m *(!*kT ^ 

^ (U4H altllPldi 

■*ffa , tn u i/!PT R.-ll, ^ 

1113^2005) ? if H'UfTfl'i iwrril ^, «i'i -yt^n. 4-7-2007 

^ brri 

L "k icfl [2Di l-i 3.1/91-an| (*t ■llEV'Tl T] 
anw ttrqR, ■fffr atfadsn) 
New Delhi, line 4th July, 2000 
S-Or tllflr—In pursuance of Section 17 ol (he 
Industrial Deputes Acr, 1947 (14 of 1947), lhe Central 
GfluetnmenrJ hereby publishes Lhe Award (Kef. Hu, 1L! 7-' 
20(15) of the Central Government Industrial TrihunaL-cum- 
I about CouftTE, Chandigarh as sbuwn in the Anneaure in 


rhe likduSLnal Uispule (jeLwcen lhe managemenl of SlaLe 
Rank of Patiala and rhfi: woAme.r, received by lhe Centra] 
Government on 4-"-2D07. 

[No. [.-1 TO 12-1 3.3/91 -IR (R-11T)'R-L] 

.AJAV KUMAR. Desk Gftircr 

ANNEX! iRF 

CENTRAT. GO^RNMEYT INDUSIWAL 

TRiHIJNAIA 1 fM-I AROUR ail FREn^THANIMGARH 

KRLS ID ING OfHCL A: SHRI KULDIPSINCpH 

CASE I.D. No j Itl.VJWW 
Registered un : 2U&-H .We 
Kate of Decision : 144-M7 

Rantesh Siitgh S-'i 1 Shr Htinarsi LiiJ, Lis. Sweeper, Slat'] 
Training t untie R.C 17.?]. ETiase VII. Mohali 


The KegLumL Manager. Stale Elank of Patiala 

. .KesponUcnL 

APKkXRANCL 

For [he ^''yrktnun: Shti Hardial Singh Humid. 

Advocate 

For the Management: Mr. N.K. Tahhmi, 

AdvoeaiL- 


AWARD 


fhe following reterer.c; was received from 
GoveriimS]il ul hicia Miuslry of Labour vvrfe iheir OrdeT 
Nu. 2-12012133.^: -IR^B-Jlt) dated ]HlhJuly. IV} I: 

"IMicthcr rhe action of fie Management of State 
Bank uf 1'iiLiaiii in Lr Timm Ling Lhe services of Shn 
Ramesh Singh Sliri Dvnarsi inl, Es-Swcepei of 
ihe Slalu Bank uf ^uLinlu. Kanchku la w .e .1.4Lh April. 
1980 is Legaliy vilii and justified ? If nol, Lo what 
tciicflhf work s cm ii |l^I >1 and fnjm w hich date 7' 

The nn-ioe of ih:^ n-ercnee was given lo ihe parties 
who uppeiired Lhrtn-gh iheir CounSei The workman filed 
his staicmcnl of daim by which he claimed that he was 
appointed as a Sweeper u:l lfHh Auuusl, J'ikS5. in lhe scale 
t>f4?0snd he Stiir%-K(l lhe Munagemenr Up(n 4(h Ajiril. I9fih 
on which day his services were lerminaied by Ibe 
Management with .^ufa rTrfvt and by an action which was 
arbitrary, dLscriminmury and uojastiilcd.Tbe MunagemenL 
violated Lhe pruvLiLons c'L Setliuu 25-T uf [he lndus'riji 1 
Disputes Act. 1947. here i.n after Lo be referred, for brevity. 

Am. TltCv furi'kir eiinirniied violation of [hcjuovLsions 
nf lhe Ac; by appnir.Nng Shr : tihandcr Mohan, aflcr 
rerminating the servizes of the workman. Ibe Management 
further violated 1 he provisions nf Model Standing Order 
as be wHsnoL regularized in service allhuughhe had pui n- 
240days Sfrvit'e 10 Hie Mai'iagornem wherOAStis |>cr Mndel 
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Standing Onler^ tifwasln be re^tilsriatl in servinx, after 
be pul in ninety days service. The workman has prayed for 
gran! of relief of rcinfltatemem, back wpges and continuity 
in sendee. 

Aik r the Management filed the Written Stateokm, 
thus workman tiled the replication by which lie submitted 
that since (hi Management v ilj] tiled the provisions of 
Section 2,5-R and F of ihe Act, therefore, ihe reference is 
maintajruible. He further denied Ihe claim of the 
Management (hat the reference ks not maim tunable for non- 
jotnder nf necessary panics and Submitted that the Chief 
Inspector iind the Regional Manager, were the employees 
of Ihe Management Hank, therefore, the pedtinn against 
the Management is maintainable, Ik. a ban denied that the 
imjtiIohii is iarte in raising lhe dantL In reply m the avemtenls 
made in r hc Wiiiien Slateraent, the workman reiie^ued the 
facts already staled in the Claim Petition and submitted 
£haT sii,;w he was working Against a permarert post, 
therefor;, his claim is maintainable. Ha denied OLher 
assertions made by Ihe Management in Ihe Written 
Stalenkiq. 

The Management has put up (heir Case Lhrougb Ihcir 
Wmien Statement. They Jtsve taken preliminary objections 

10 i he mr intainabil ily of rhe reference stating rhat since Ihe 
workman did not serve the Manage merit for 24ft days And 
thereby Llid not fulfil] the ccwidilitms so os lo be called as a 
wurkmaiL therefore, he bis no ryght to maintain the claim. Il 
is also ftcir submis^cm lhat the reference is had fen non¬ 
joinder und mis-jotnder of the necessary parties as the 
workman should have made the riadm through the principal 
employer, which be has failed to do. On mrril il is their 
submissi on i haL Ihe workman was only a purl timer, purely 
on mnipunny basis. He served [he Man^gemenE only, for 
229 days. He was, therefore, not a workman and so mol 
cnLil lad u Lhe benefit under Sed ion-25-U and F af the Act. 

11 is nisei tbeir claim thaL the neliun of lhe Management, to 
thsen^ge him was justified They denied that they have 
engaged any pari lime sweeper in their service. 

Th ; workman flJed his affidavit in suppoi t of his didm 
whereas he Management filed the affidav i( of Sbri Amtrpg 
Sateen, their Thief Manager. They have also placed Cut 
record lhe photo copy of the office memo. Berth, the 
workman and Shii Anurag Sarcen witness of Ihe 
Management appeared as witness in ibe ease for (heir 
n;s[KcLive panics. 

1 Jmvegune through the file and have also considered 
ihe opposing claims of Lba parties. 'flic slatcments made 
by (he work man and lhe witness for the Maiiageine ill have 
alsij beer perused by me. 

1 h 1 ; basic-condition, required to be ftjJJIUed. by the 
wi wkmitr so as to gel the relief is thaL he was a workman as 
defined hy the ACL. In his own pleadings he Slated Lhal he 
had served the Management from 4th April. I nplo 10ih 
August, lUti5, on a salary of RsASO per month. If we count 
these day s the workman did nul serve the Man age me nl for 
Z4U days. According to the Management (he w ork man had 


served only for 229 days. They have given lhe detail, in lhe 
affidavit of their witness, Ami rag Siryn. Accotdipgfo Ibem 
(he workman dad not serve Irom I [Mi October (a 14th Oct., 
I BP and then from 1st Fcb_ to 5th Fth, I486. Even if we do 
not accept their this claim yet when take whole of llu period, 
during which the workman claims Id have served Ibe 
Management it comes out to be This period induik 

all Sundays, National Holidays and other paid holidays. 
Thus lhe workman has fttUed lo show Lhal he had served 
Lhe Management for 24ft days and (tu( (hey violated Ilk 
provisions of Section 25-F of lhe Act before terrairating 
his Services. The admission of the Management that they 
had nOL paid any compensation to the workman before 
terminating ht$ services nor had held an inquiry against 
him or served any charge sheet nn him, is also not Mpful 
to the workman since he has failed to prove lhe basic 
requirement of having served ihe Man^entatl for'Z40days, 
twelve months preceding lhe date of term i Haitian af his 
services. 

The teamed Counsel for Ihe workman then argued 
thal the Management resorted to unfair labour practice as 
they did not allow (tie workman lo complete Ihe service erf 
24ft days, In support of his claim he has not produced any 
evidence. To presume (bat since the Management 
nJcengaged (he workman, therefore, they did mytalkiw him 
to wort to compile (he service uf 24(1 days so as to be 
Culled ms workman. The workman has produced no evidence 
lo show Lhal be was forced In leave the job. This pie A is, 
therefore, not available to the woikmaEi. 

The other claim made by i!w workman is under 
Section 25-G & H. According lo him, after lenninating his 
services rive Masiagpmenl epguged ShrL C’hander Mohan 
who has been now recommended for regularizaf ioji, The 
Management has denied (lus claim of the workman. The 
workptaii bjis noL produced any evidence to show that 
CHandpr Mohan whs engaged by the Management that 
too after terminating the services of lhe workman, in his 
srAieOKiil he did nol refer to this claim of his and, as stated 
earlier he has not produced any evidence li.i sIh.iw ihat 
Chandcr Mohair was engaged by (he Management after 
Ihe termination of his services. There is a copy of lhe office 
lrOLe marked A, on report! which reads (hat one Chandcr 
Mohan was working with rite contractor, who was 
providing the work foi cs for sweeping (he premises lo the 
Management and wbo had offered to work for the 
Management on half nf rhc wage$ lhe Man-age men I was 
paying to iJk eonliiietur. There is. however, no proof lo 
i-bow thaL Lhe note submitted by the Chief Inspector in the 
Management on lO(h Muy, 1990, was approved by lhe 
higher authorities and Shri Chander Mohan was engaged. 
Thus 1 find dui aJI i lid claims mm!el?y Lhe workman are nor 
proved by him. therefore, he is not entitled to any relief. 
The reference is answered ^gauisc him. LeL a copy of Lhts 
award be sent to the appropriate gpvt for necessary action 
and the file be consigned i u TecordsafLei due oonrplelion. 

KULDIF SINCiH, Prcsidin^nfllccr 
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jusLiiied': 1 If yes. ro ^-hiir relief Lhr workman is entitled 


2711 ,—1947 ( }P 4 i 
I4> Tt *jrt it ^ st^mnr tf, etftc Nbn.Tif^ 
^ TW'M^ ^ tj^ + Lf^hliH' ^ 

3 ^ 44ju afta l fr i * 

^f.-j-II, li f^ft^iraiz f Wffin 126/2(X>4) 
^ miftld ^NrEISR^J 7 2007 ^iTTM 

t^nr ®ni 


and frurn whaLdilte ." 1 

LtiC workman spiuicuni hash led statement ofclaim. 
Jn (he siatemcrcl of el-ii n iL has been slated flat lhe workman 
Shn Nagender Kumar, fs.'n. Shn Jurangi Lai is working as 
Pump Operator nu eoriract labour willi the itsjjondifni/ 
man^grmcnl ilnouEh li vh i^dor M/s. Anandand ("jonijiariy, 
E^.'jZ East Pbnjahi Uagfi. New Delhi- 1 TO [l£fj, The w-urkiriHii 
has been working wiiJi the respondent managciuaal with 
effect from M a y, L 4U6 lc execute lhe maintenance wurka in 


^ 7^1-420Ll.'I ^3WJ-3n| flR < hM II)] 

ir^ra flpR life, 


the establishment ui Lhe rcspnndeacmanaj^ment ullARl. 
hi&r.New Delhi. 


; New Delhi,ihe4th July,3007 

S.O. till.-In pursuance of Sw-lion 17 of the 
Industrial disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947V, the OnLrai 
Guvenunenf hereby publishes the Await) (Ref. No. 12V 
20047of ih^t'enLTH] Govermneru Indusirial Tffbunal-curn- 
Labonr Outl. No. 2, New Del hi a® shown in the Anne *ur« 
ifl ihe Industrial Dispute between lhe management of 
f.entral TYitiik. Works De pi r linen I, and their workmen, 
received by p»c Ce uUal Government on 4^7-2007. 

! |No. T^J30l^l 5fcraOD3-[R{CM-Tr)] 

A1AY KUMAR GAlJK, Desk Officer 


Thai ihe workman lia.s p.ii i|- mure Lban 240 days in 
ciu-'h ye^r in service miier ihe respondcnt'nnaLiaflCiik::it 
and also in the 12 norikspreccrdirgthc rcrmiiuiiFOn ufhis 
services. 

Thar rle workman has been lih vijminuous 
cmplnyitiLiii will- .he icspjndciit/iiiunageirmnt ever since 
his iniliid! appointment. Thai allhucgh Lbe respondent 
management has d luiu^d lLs contractors wtveru Itimes since 
tht;n ihe services nf fie workman have been continuous 

That till dan: nn snnLorily lisi has been iriumijimed 
by the res|in:i(h;-||.mar.u^emcni or even fur thaL maLler by 
ihe uunLrutioi. 


ANNEXTKE Thai ihh wurkman has been (il- rleirmmg all the duties 


Bi^^RlimPRfmilNGOWlLER: CENTRAL 
Gf) \ r FRNMEIVT lNDLtSTRLVL TRIBCNAL-O .Af 
lJaKHIRCOURI'-II, NEW DEI JR 

PRESIDING QmCZER : R.N, RAJ. 

! ].D.No.l2&2UlM 
INTHFMAjTliiROF: 

Shri Na^eutJ erKnraar (Puoip OperaturV, 

C.'u. AJJ Lni lia CPWD (MRMh Karajmchati Sangathan 
(•*^-^1 4( 23, Balhir Nagm lislension. Gall No. 13, 
SkihiMbu, njlhi -11 f> f>32. 

Wrsus 

1. Ihe UiTciior Ge irer^J of Works. 

CPWD, Nintan Bhawan, 

New DtEhi. ' 

2. The Fjfe^nivt linginncr. 

EtecL Divlsi j>n -1], C1MVD, !AR[. Pusa, 

New Delhi- - ljltV U 3 2. 

AWARD 

The l^nisiry of f ahoirr by its letter NO.T .43012715ty 
2003 (IR (<JM-I 1 ) CENTRAL GOVERNMENT Daled 
9-^-2004 hu^ refcined the ffillowing podnl for' adjudica i ion. 
Ihe pninl rtj^is hereimder:— 

’’Whence ihe contract between llie nuinagemKnt of 
C?WlJ and their eootniclcT is shHtn? If bo. rlra demand 
ul tbc India Of WD (MRM> K»ana;hjiti Sungalhan 
for rcrtiJarisatlci^abscirpLionuflhe services of Shri 
Nagci^dcr Kumar. Pump Gperaior is Lega] and 


of operator/pump opcraLor a-s has hasu tlescribed in the 
CPWD workman. The Limits peifc-rmcd by Ihe workman 
are csscnri.ifh ihe same as art bsirijr pnfotraed by rhe 
i egului emple'yce^ of thi. CiPW 11. 

Tbnt the woik dune -'j :he workman is nfan tssei-iial 
and [ienoai:rnl nulore and r-n: esmblLshment of tht 
management cannor n[>.:t,iie effectively or a: all withmii 
Ihe service of pumji iipnrotor.'optrator. Tlte wnrk nl ilw 
werkman is dirr.L-' k ccnnccted wfch rlie ihiy-Uf-day 
f uiKliCirunE of the cleeiriea 1 1 livtsion m which the workman 
is employed nrul essential for its eiiisreuft. 

Tfiiii :buugh or. pa^i it is Lkipmie.tl ns if the workman 
liercio i-s the employee of "ha o.-iLLra-Lloi bot in reality Ihe 
contractor is ii mere sham enri K ^ts i^ned Lo deny Lhe staros 
of permanency to i lin workman and oihcr s imilarl v sirua led 
contract lulnmr. |'htu cemtraer be[*etn tin; cunlructor msd 
hit iiiaimgemenl not f.einii:? but jusl a vmoke screen to 
defeat Ihe provi^ii.ms ul' v^rioas heo^fidal LegLstalior.s 
designed to plotter ih-s: me re sis of workers. 

Thai in dny-.u-duy werkinv^ insjntciiuns lo do ant 
msk is given oythe engioo^rs ol Lhe f’PWDas rn whai ra^k 
is 1o In. Llone and how it is io lis done. Al no point of lime 
during his cm ploy mem is the work of rhe workman ever 
supervised by the tonLracto. r or any of his employee but al 
all points of time ihe workman ^"as und^r ilLe direct 
supervision and control of the Cl'WD. 

Thai ihe n ana genie it r I'as Ineen tumtinoing lhe 
worknum as a conrracttj.ii la hi hi r since years- even rhnti^li 
vacant sancrionetl pesls jtc available w-illi [he management 
hn| ihe nrumagcmrii iu-si-^ui.l cl-employin$ the workman 
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and nlher sirttibrljr situated wOltmin for work which ij 
esseiriul ijl a permanent nature has been surrendering Lbe 
same. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has heen stared that the claim petition 
instituted py claimant is absolutely wring, uniscOflK ivied 
aihJ is filed in abuse to the proas of law. 

ThaL ihe claim petition is liable to be dismissed as 
claimant toes iwt have any focus stand! to file the same 
against the answering respondents. 

That the present daim petition is liable 10 be dismissed 
as nn cause of Jicliun have ever been arisen in favour uf 
the claimant against Lhe answering respondents. 

ThaL the claim petition is liable to he dismissed ifi 
view nf th(. Comma Labour (Regulation &. Abolition) Act, 

info aho there is no relationship of employees and 
employer between the management and the alleged 
workman. 

Ibid the dadrn of thcapplicani is liable in he dismissed 
in v[«w of the Hon'hlc Kupnciikt Court's judgrnen: <L4ed 
April 10,200(5 inCA No. 359S ^12,99 widi CA No. lSbl - 
2063£00l, ^^!,35i2fr3S20-.Tfl24^n02HMi CA Nh.1 %& 
2006 arknngour of SI ■? 14b. 9ll)3-yiU5 of2001 in the case of 
Sccictaty, Slate uf Kiirnuliiki and Ors. Vs. Uma Devi and 
Ors. ■wherein I Ton' ble (Jourt has held that contract/casuai 
workers h.ivo no righl nf regularization IteCauSe ihey are 
nol engaged hy fol lowing proper proccdtrrc of recruitment 

1l Ls further submilled that the alleged workman has 
never been employed by the CPWD. The workman was 
admittedly c ngaged Ly Lbe contractor to whum the contract 
was award ;d {registered contractor) by iheCl J W(lun work 
basis. 

It is further submitted EhaL Lbe alleged workman has 
itov^i been employed hy Ihe respondents, benCe 
omipletion of 241) days of service as d aimed by the alleged 
workman does not arise. The provision c <f 240 days is 
applicahle-Jl iSse of casnal workers of CPWn. The cfciiritML 
is not even a casual worker of CPWD rather he is a 
Wm (me Lor' s worker. 

it is further suhreiiiud ihat alleged workman is 
employee i>f contractor and there is no direct relation ship 
of employee and employer between the respondents and 
workman, Therefore, the workman is rut entitled for any 
Iteocfits and protection provided under I.D. Ad, 1^47. 
Hence qucniori does ot>l arise for maintaining seniority of 
Lbe applicant hy the answering respondent. 

Il is timber submilted that the rcspondtnrs ara 
aci)ufiin1ed with the works as per the terms of the cuotrad 
which were awarded Lo the contractor. There is no diped 
Supervision and cnnrrnl of rh« management ever the 
contract tahour. 

I’r tra nerpires from perusal of the order sheet Lhat Lbe 
case was fired OU1 -3-2007 for rejoinder and affidavit. The 
workman did not Him upon 1 -3-2007,5-4-2007,3-5-2007, 
30-5-2007 and 2fi-6-2D07. Rejoinder and affidavit has nol 


been filed. The opportunity of filing rejoinder and affidavit 
was dosed on 23-6-201)7. 

The workman applicant has filed Lhis oast for 
regelflriatiom'absofpi.LOn as Ike was a contract worker. The 
ciaim does not disclose Lhe tenure of services of the. 
workman thrrmgh the contractor. 

The workman baa not fikd any document or affidavit 
to prove that he worked under lhe «mLn>l and supervision 
of the management. He has failed iO prove the claim 
stale meol. 

The reference is replied thus: 

The conlriwt between die management of (JPWI> 
and Iheir ooolraclor is nuL sham. The demand of the All 
India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari SangaLhan for 
rcgnlarisatioiv'absorptijur] of lhe services of Shri Npgpndcr 
Kumar, Pump Operator is neither legal nor justified. The 
workman appl icanr ls not entitled to geL anv reJiefas^aycd 
for. 

The award is giver'accordingly. 

Date; 29-6-2007 R.N. RAJ, Presiding OLfioer 

M 4 =35*1, 2907 

W.3R. 2111.—4^iilfi|+ 1947 {1947 

tin 14) V\ UTri 17 r£ atplt.U| FRJTT ^ 

nwrfs t ( Mai+i flk ^ tfhr, 

3 ftfae aftcffiPF Err ^ Tfcgft wrajir 4fa)Pnti arftrtm 
jwhuIc) rir tre 7t>/i009) ^ tirtifr 

tit tiit ^ 7 2007 OTcT ^SfT m\ 

[7t tjjjl-22012^42^1 SWK ailjidK (^-11)] 
arjrt c^-hih, iftr, -i-wi 
Sew Delhi, lhe 4th July,2Dfl7 
S.O. 2112,—In pursuance of iediori 17 of the 
loduslrtal Disputes Act, 1947 fH of 1947), tbe OerLiial 
(iovemmeoE hereby publishes dw award {Ref. No. 7tV 
1999) of [Ik Certrai tinvcmmcnl industrial Tribullfll-cum- 
Labmir (lomt, Asansnl as shown in like Annciurc in the 
Tndusirial Dispute between (he employers in rclaiion rt> 
the manugjement of FjCT- and [heir workman, whicli was 
received hy the tintral Government 00 4 -7-2007. 

[No, DJaitT^TWh-lRtC-ir)] 
AJAY KUMAR UAUR, [kak Officer 
ANNEXUHE 

BEFORE THE LITORAL GO\X INDLthTTLlAL 
TRIBtJNAL4LX 1 M-LAflOTJR 
COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 

REFQfcENCENO. 7DOF1999, 

PARTIES: 

TIk A^irt, Bqdib-Mjethlhi Collieries, ul' L.C.L-, Melhani. 
Rurdwan. 
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\Vxri JL Sac.j(iLil 


. Vr*. 

HkA-ssU Genera] Scei eurey, Kuyala Mazdoor Cij-uiirey>. 
Asansol, ;Bui riwan 

kEPRE!*?HTATlV|iST 

FnrOie iduuagemerl i Sri P. K. Goswi-nni. 

Advocale. 

For the u(iiyn (Workman) : Sri RJCTripalhi. Chief 

Organising Scereiary, 
Koyula Mazda nr 
Congress. Asaissu!, 

INlXJSTfcY: GOAT. STATE. WF$T Fip.NGAL. 

Dated thq L9,tj-' f V'“. 

AWARD 

In iatrrise of power* crudentJ by clause {dj of Sub¬ 
section m and Sub-seciion 2(AJ of Section ]f> of the 
Jrtduslria Dispuki AcL, 1V47 f[4 of IfUThGuvl. of Indio 
through [ K Ministry of T abour vide Lis lette r No. I O.Jtto 2.' 

1 ?j'f_M-ll') hldCtcl 9-7-1999 has been pleased 1 u refer 
the following di.spuie for adjudication hy litis Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE. 

"Whether lhe action of lhe management of 
Pafcnohmiu Colliery of Mrs, liCL in dismissing 
f)hj Eudhauj Majhi,T.iifc Mazdoar from ^ rvict is jus¬ 
tified? If nor io what relief is the workman entitled? 
Afi er laving received tl* Order No. L-2301 . 

lUfCM I)} dated 9-7-1999 of ihe aforesaid reference from 
IteGovt. of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, iur adiu- 
dicitionj relerenue case No. 70 of 1999 was rcgisiered m: 
2^-0”-9i4 LS-09-0' and ^cordingly anordeF lolhat ellfecL 
was passi d to issue notices through Ihe regislered post 1o 
the parfii^s concerned dined iflg lliera to appear in Ihe oourl 
on the d^re fined and file their wtifleo itaLemems along 
with the ifc levant documents and a- list of ■witnesses is sup 
port of thth oiaimi. In compliance of the said order jioi ices 
by Ire registered pnst were issued [□ the parties cuticenied. 
Sri P.K. (Jotwaml, Advocate add Sri K.K_Tripalhi, Chief 
Org^nisi^g Sccteisry of the onion ap^ared in the Court 
representing ilw Management and rhe union respectively. 

2 Li brief compass the case of the union as s^i lOrth 
in its writKm ^latemcnl is that Sh. BudJuuj Maihi. was l1 
regular employee nf Pammhauu UdUinry having hrs desig¬ 
nation ns |_Lnc Ma/doorof Ptitmohana Co| l-iery. T he main 
«sc of (hi union is that the Said delinquent empinvee was 
absent Itis duty with effect from 2 1 -B-97 In M L ,97 
and accordingly a charge sheet was issued tin 1-11-97 to 
which Ituj workman concerned had replied staling therein 
That his i^scnec was due lo physical unfitness, The fur¬ 
ther eas£>f Lbe onion is char (he workman had pleaded 
during the enquiry proceeding that he had hesu undergo¬ 
ing the medical Lrealracnt due in his illness and in sappori 
thereof hfl had al ready Submitled medical certificate granted 
hy his au^ntting physician Dr. V.S. Vcrma, OAMS Regn. 
No. 34165$. The delinquent employee was ahsenL from his 
duty for Jscrlnd of frss than three ntnnlhs and in many 
cases: ntaitagennem has considered relnstatcnoc m of lhe 


workmen woow-rre absent for more- Mian sr* months loor.e 
year. 

3. IL is rtiso the case of lie umun ihnI ihe punish- 
rriKni of dismissal is :!ie cv-cune one iimi Ico harsh and 
disproportionate ic. _ Tl. grsuh of alleged misconduct. 

Jl is further cli'mcd r, uu m.i securiJ show cause 
notice wav sere;m nr. workman and he was o jI right! j 
dismissed w h iel: is .ih;i i: im he v erdia of the Supreme Gnu 11 
The ahscucb of lie workmanctrnccrned fiom ki^duiy w;-.-, 
tine lo his sickness ^ inch ;is lioyuud bLs cunlrol and ir. 
huppnn of his SLiiUorUalo required nvcdical ecitiiicaa- 
had been p-otkicfd. The poor attendance nf ilw work-mr. 
tl-.irinc Lite previnus sls- wav also tlue lo his SLLknuss and 
iamil > os’u si ruch r and he r.cc heye nd li is lyuii rol A relrel 
Ish his reinaiatenicm in h:s\a-vice wiih full buck wages 
;ind bLI conscqjcmi;:l heiieln^ rising there i'ram wLlL 
effect from Ihe mte cl his el^sm'ssal has hacn snughi r'ui. 

On the cilier th r . celVnee case of the manage- 
incni as :-i^ nvornen: o: the pleaditidia in sliort i„ hm 
the work n-an conccTned coniminL-d misLXinLhict absenlirg 
himseliiTomhis durv ^ iiliin.ii k jve lor which he was charpe 
sheared and the munaccmem decided m amdoul a depar- 
merialenquiry ot li 1 1:.: mniwr mil accordingly an enquiry 
officer was appninail snKmiluet ihe enquiry cr rhe basis 
o£ the chaigc Micei. $■ ilL'ioiem opportunity was givrm i,^ 
lire workman :o defend liinis^lf fur lhe sake ui' nulural 
justice. 

C\ TIil farihi'.r ceJmcc ense of the manual!m±:ii is 
lhar i hf onq u iry oiTker h sd sent noi ices, of entpj iiy uuci Lhr 
workman had p'eailr.il lus guilt. After concluding the ci,- 
quiiy die era |u iry oLfioer feund rhe eliar^es prtwed ^ml 
finally stihmLMed his rep.ut rn die aurhriTiiy cnnceTnedwhu 
dfler perusing the nuj.ii:;- rppurl, pusL pcrfnrmance and 
oilie r ducumums. approved dismissal of iJk delinquen: 
employee and accniJniy.li ie was Llismissed Absentee¬ 
ism wiihoLt permLssi:ni is snm (n tic; the habit of the w ork- 
menincos'. indn^sri ■.■.tnoh Ls required lo be rcstra ired hvi 
the take of nation nl i ci ;^:sr ns wr |J fur Lhe intcTESt ad' lhe 
public SKL-icr, rniun ■■Lcht re have Lakcn part hy disdurg- 
ing iheir k.w 1'uL du1k= and in no circimiftianca ihe union 
should encourage m ? of !k workme:i lo adopt any such 
way which may cc harnifn! lu rhe coni pa ns. 

7. li is also i-ir- i:me ol ihe maoagcincm thai on cer¬ 
tain ocessions lhe cc ncetncd workman was charge shecied 
for the same aet of -i i isOnnd jcL and punishment ert" stop¬ 
ping increments were infl.cical. Ti is slso dalmed thaLthe 
plea of sickness la.sen ir. their written statement is a Lame 
$ scuse Isu Ihe purp:)se of eondnn icg u nautlin: reed uhsencs 
The maragerct ei has arranged many doctnrs. hospitals to 
pravlsic proper :vic-.iicrel .diil m ji-> employees but Lhe cun- 
ecroed wiiTlsrom! Uid r.ut repori to any of rhe doctors nr 
hospital. The srory of i re ancc m maite in i hi > wrii ien stu le- 
menr is fOntiOr.ed uitd tic I liust worthy, the union is pm io 
prove Ifie same siriii y I knee it is prayed tho! yaui honour 
may lie plen-rfd io held thai dismissal of fiudhraj Majlii 
was j a stilled and legal and rhe woihman eoceemeO is rn>i 
entitled to any relief ;.i rrlie'V suughL lor. 



'iran ^1 wr t 2B, im?f wrb, eqm 




.TpiU-are j(ii)) 

ft jrt vitw of (he pleadings of both the parties and 
lhe maleriids available on lhe record I find certain facis 
which arc admitted one. So beiore enlcring into lhe dlS- 
cuteiun of lhe meriL Oi [he case T would like to mention 
those fads which are directly or indirectly admitted hy the 
parties. 

9. it is the admitted bet ihaL the delinquent employee 
Ftudhtaj Majhi was a permaiunt employee of the company 
working as Line Mn/ddOr ai Patmcrhaua Colliery of 
M/s. Eastern Coalfiebds Limited. 

If), J ij I he further admitted fact that the workman 
concerned was absent bum his duty with effect from 21 -ft- 
97 (o 13-11 -97 withoHl arty leave, prior pemiikSMri or irfor. 
marten ict te msnagiemenL 

IL 11 is also the admitted fact ihat a domestic en¬ 
quiry was conducted hy an enquiry officer and the wort- 
man had d ily participated in the enquiry proceedicg and 
sufficient opportunity was given in defend himself and in 
the domes'ic enquiry the workmen concerned was held 
guilty for the only chargenf an unaaithnrized absence for 
the retevaoi period antountiqgtci misconduct under clause 
l7(n) Of the Model Standing Order. It is apparently clear 
from Ehc record that there is no charge sheet iigainSl The 
workman for being habiluol absentee- 

E2.Ii ts also dear from the statement of the workman 
before the enquiry officer that he was seriously ill and was 
under the tieatuieni of a private practitioner Dr. Vijxy 
Shankar Venn a during die relevant period of absence from 
hrS duly und (hs Medic*! Certificate of treatment and Cl- 
nca hid Inn filed during the course of enquiry. 

13. It is the Milled principle of law that the bets 
admitted need not be proved. Since all the aforesaid laces 
art admitted one, xf I do not think proper to discuss these 
fairs tn detail. 

14. The iecord further goes !Q show that tm 
2,1-tM-2002 a hear tag on the preliminary point of validity 
and hinfcxQ of lire enquiry proceeding was made. Since 
the fairness and validity of the enquiry proceeding .was 
not challenged and the then Presiding Officer did iHE find 
any iuvibdily or unfairness in the enquiry proceeding, Ihe 
enquiry proceeding was held Lu be fair flhd valid and the 
ease was [ad for filial hearing OH the merit of the ease. 
The flul hearing Of Ite case was made on 3 1-8-3005 and 
the award was kept reserved for order. 

15 . Cm peruwil of ttw record it transpires that none of 
Ihe parties has examined any oral witness in Support of it-fl 
case. The management has filed the Xerox copies of the 
charge sheot dated 1.11.97 with (he explanation of the work¬ 
man concerned, ccpies Of the enquiry proceedings luge I her 
with the enquiry report with its findings, letter of d(S missal 
dated L7/lft-2-98. These all documents are admitted one as 
Lhe correctness Or genuineness of these documents have 
not been challenged by the side of lhe union and these 
docrurrents have been officially issued in course of daylo 


day function. T Jlewisc the union has filed [he Xerox copy 
of the Medical Cerlifii^itt of ihe workman concerned show¬ 
ing his fitness to join his duly- The management ba& 
pleaded that [he plea of sickness taken by Lhe union is a 
lame excuse and the MOry of treatment is said (o be con¬ 
cocted and nnl IrustwLjnhy. 

1 $. It is quite clear from Jie Enquiry Proceedings and 
iti report thal lhe delinquent employee had received the 
charge sheet and had participated in the enquiry 
proceedings. He has calcgorically admitted in his state¬ 
ment before [be enquiry officer thal he did not send any 
information to the management about his illness and dur- 
bg (he Said relevant period he was absent front his duty as 
he was undergoing the treatment hy a private 
doctor for which the medical certificate was produced. 

17. Having through the entire facts, circum¬ 
stance. enquiry proceedings and lhe Findings of Lhe en¬ 
quiry officer 1 find Lhat Ehe delinquent employee wue ad' 
milledlv absent from his duly w.e.f. 21 -8-97 to 1 -11 -97 enn- 
linuntLdy wilhnul any ieavie, prior permission and informa¬ 
tion 10 (be management The enquiry officer has rightly 
held him guilty for an unauthorized absence under clause 
17(1 }{nj of Che Model Standing Order applicable [0 Ihe 
establishment and in view of the aforesaid prevailing fads 
lhe delinquent employee deserves some suitable puniah- 
menl for Ihe alleged proven m iscondncl as provided in lhe 
Model Standing Order. 

IS. Now the only main point in issue for 
cnnsulciation before the court is (0 ace as to how far the 
punishment awarded to the concerned workman by the 
manage meal is just, proper and proportionate to [he al¬ 
leged nature of the proved misconduct. 

14, Utinrd the Learned lawyer for the management 
and the union repreSeniafivc in detail nit Lhe afoissa-id 
points in issue- H was submitted by Ihe union thal i( is a 
simple ease of an unauthorised absence for more than two 
months only >nd [he absence from duty during the rel¬ 
evant period is dnly explained and the reasons of absence 
supported with the medic*} certificate is relevant and antiv 
faCtOry. Il wss'furthcr submitted thal Lhe workman con¬ 
cerned has gel unbiemish record during the sendee tenure 
and them is no charge of habitual absence against him and 
tha t is why no any chit of paper has been filed 10 show that 
previously lu was punished or charge sheeted for [he same 
offence. The enquiry officei has alsn not whispered a word 
in this regand in his findings. The bc all prevailing &£IS and 
circumstance go 10 indicate lhaE it Is the first offence of die 
workman concerned which ha* been sufficiently explained 
and supported by (he medical ccrtifinale indicating the com¬ 
pelling dmunslance beyond [he control of the workman 
concerned. E[ was vehemently argued thal a simple case of 
unau ihoriiJett absence for two raonLhs can not be said lo 
he a gross rahconilucl. The alien lion of [be court was 
drawn towards the provisinnss of Lhe Model ^StandiJlB Or- 
tter where (he extreme punishment brescrifted is dismissal 
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lis pet the of [ho misconduct and it was chimed any main fair iuieniion is nn( fust a ini proper. rather i: is 

[ha( Lhe extreme peiralLy urn not he imposed iqxrn the work- too harsh a pu nidi nun’ which is ratal ly disproporiiyiuite 

man in si4» u minor casa of alleged miBcnnduCL of an tn rhe alkged proven mi^oiiduLi. Such a simple case nf 

unauihuriz^d atactica. Jlie points of at-guruem appears to rtiirw-umlucL shoald haw; treerj dealt wilh leniently by the 

he rensunajle and eynvincLng. ntanagcnKni. In ihis view of rhe mattct T lhink il just and 


20. Jlhas been several Limes clearly ohstrved by the 
different lljin’blc High Courts and die A pen Court as well 
lluil beford im|>osing a punishmem yf dismissal ie is 
necessary [pr Hie disciplinary aullwrity m consider sucLo- 
frumomic liick ground nf the workman, his family hack 
gjcnrd, ler^Hi of service pm i n by the employee, his pasl 
records an^ cnhcr surrounding cincumstarKes including 
the nature iruscunduct a nd l^ady (he compcll iag circum- 
sranee. lo nJmmiT lire miscorditcL These are the relevant 
iudors whi|h itmst have to be kepi in mind by the aurlior 
iiy aL the ti of imposing the punishment which of cqu rse 
has nOL bec^ done by the compctcrl atuhOriLy in this case. 

-1 ■ MimiLledly the (h bnqaenl employee is an illiter- 
at; man oL'i'caicr seeiiyn of the society why is undoubt¬ 
edly finaucMly weak and poor who has suffered a LOL lur 
ninre (nan eigfil yeare for u minor misconduct of unetillio- 
ri^ed absence for more than two months under the 
compelling circamslancc heyond his contra!. It isapperenL 
trom ihe record tha| there is no charge of habitual 
■ilisenLeeism agnin.-,| him and il is lire lirsl offence. Apan 
Jrcm this rhi workman has gen ;up unbieraisb record as ny 
cs idf oqs orpneumem has been produced by Lhe manage¬ 
ment in rlu$| regard. The anemiun of the court w as druwri 
hy i he union towards i he prevision of the Model Standing 
Orde r laid, d^iwi i -a inter clause 27f 1 )(page 15J where vari¬ 
ous minor pjntshmrntliave been prescribed to be awarded 
according r^ ibe gravity of rhe misconduct. \ fall to under¬ 
stand as lojwEiy onU m^simurn punishmeru available 
uikder ihe sjid clause should be awarded in the present 


proper lumodify and suhsmcLS the seme by exercising lire 
power under clause 11 v A.) of the L D. Act. lW motderru 
meet rhe ends ul'juvlice and as such this impugned order 
of dismissal of Lhe concerned worlman is hereby set aside 
and he is directed nj be reinstated with lhe eontiuuity uf 
rhe service, in Lhe lighi of facts- circumstance and [he 
proven mbcondncl for which lhe punishment nf dismissal 
was awarded to ihe workman concerned, I think it appro¬ 
priate thul Lhe delinqucnl employee lu; unpused a punish¬ 
ment o-f stoppage uf Lhree increments wiihnut anyoumula- 
tivc cffcci. I; N J'oriincr directed :?ini lire workman con¬ 
cerned will he enLilled :e gti only 4-U^ ■ of the back wages 
which wili serve thp ends ufjeiHCicc. Accordingly Jl is 
hereby. 

niintmLD 

IhuL let an "AwiTd : ’ he aftd tire same is passed on 
contest in favour of Lhe workman concerned. Send the 
copies of the aw ard lo the Govtnnricni of lndia h Ministry 
of labour, New fklhi for iiLfeintaiiyn und needful. The 
reference is accvu d i ngl y t lisposed af. 

ML1. SARFARA7. xr tan .Presiding Officer 
'ti - ^wi^. :w>7 

fffl.-MT. 11U ,—£\i |i|+. Itrar: StfMfrzin. ( 144-T 
m ; t*fr smr i ■ ^ q, t:^Vi 

^ rp b--i* I ■■ ^ '■i^u vfr?. u-.^on-io ^ 

^ Pdl^vd 3d 1 (Jl ij| =-. fwn. J ^T^rhr TR^TT ^HJlf'ld: 

F. 7 Fj ib^vi- ^ Ip?? I hb'2004) ^ 

H*ir!!H Ti -Jh-jfl-J RnlAdt. ^T| 4-7 SPOT W\ RTRT 


Jucts and oi(jcumstaisces of the case, it has been observed I s1 


I iy i he /\pex fourt i hjit justice must ht; lempered with mercy 
ard Lhat (hcjdidniijLieni workman shouid be given an cip- 
pnrumuy tu (cform himself und tu bo loyal and disciplinary 
employee ol the managemem, il is further dear from lhe 
record I hut ifo second show cause notice had been issued 
in ihe workman hdure imposing lhe punishmcnl of 
dismissal u|lthe n)noemr<i workman which is the direcL 
v io lulion (jf nit iitiruk.Le ni'lhc Apcv CnurL In (his regaid a 
circulai was alvo issued by ihn management for impltmen- 
raiinn yf Lhe ^naitrlaiu yl ihe Apei Court birL Lhe disciplin- 
Hry aurhOrLLjij viols.red rile direction as well and denied the 
principle ur^aLural ji-siice. 


f J. w A^:ii i :32.:otj-jq^ am (Tfr^R- m] 

apR fite r -iffaddTi 

.New Dclii'.ihe-HJiJuJy.2fXJ7 

5.0. Hi A. In pursuance of Sreiion 17 ui Lhe 
indiLSlrial Uispults Aci. iO-tT if14 yj R47), Lhe Central 
Guvernmeo: licreh'. put'lbhes rbc awaid (R?j, .Ny. ]b6 
2004-J rif the CenlraL Govlim.ml i i Industrial Tribunal-cnm- 
1 ^buur Court. No. INtw Delhi as shewn in the Anoeiure 
in the Tnduslriul Dtsputc btiwtori the munagemcnl of 
L’PWTk and tJLeLr '^orkritn- received by Lhe Central 
Gnvcnrnicin (ui4-7-2LKI7. 


22. 11 Jwtver. 1 am of i ire view (hat the p*jn ishmenl nf 
Jrsmissal frir un unauthorj^td absence uiider lhe 
LiOri:peJJing (iiciirnsLanee for a short period and wirhoul 


| be. L43t) L21^.2naA-|R (CM-il)J 
WAV Kl ,'MA R G AUR, Uesk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVQMMBTITNDCSTHlAfxlRIBllNALidZlJM- 
tAROURCOUKT-Il, NEWDEUH 

E.N. RA.I, Presiding Officer 

L Dl No, IM/2V04 
IN IHE hi Al'lliR OF: 

Sim Sunil KijflBu ^Generator Operator), 

Po. All rndiaCPWD(MRM), 

Karumd^ri Sapgathan fRcgd-jL, 

4HZ3, BalbJf Nagiir Extension, 

OttUNa.'.3, Shiihwlni, 

DdM-IIOWS, 

I'Vtjmj 

Tbc Executive Lqgjuccr ED-IV 
CFWD. I.?? Ftlifi win, fTO, 

New Dd'ii. 

AWARD 

flu; Ministry of Labour by Us Idler No.L-d2fil 2f&2t 
20(13 (111 (CM-ll) Central Government dt. 3-11-200J lias 
referred lbe following poiM for adjudication, 
fti: point runs as hereunder:— 

L Wheltier the demand of All India CPW!> (lUKM) 
Kararachari SangalhaFi fur re in state me at and regu- 
J an ration of Shri Sunil Kumar, Sfo- Rhri Prerrt Kumar, 
Ge aerator Opcraitw rn Lire Organization of CFWD is 
legal and justified ? If yes, to w hart relief isl he work¬ 
man ettiii |«f and from which dale." 

Tl|.; workman applicant has filed statement of cfcaim. 
In the- stidemenl of claim iL Jins been stated iha| (he wur bimn 
Sun! I Kumar Singh, Sto. Sbri Ftem Stpgh had l>een working 
as o E ieraur on contract lahouT w.e.f. 1st Novemher, 1994 
fis Mulnifl labour at lire premises of the above said 
management for the wort of maintenance and running of 
generator sets at CAG ufike, New Delhi thmmgh contractor. 

That the services of the workman w*Te lerminated 
w.c.i. tit n February, 2W12 in complete violation of (be pro¬ 
visions of Section 25 F, G and H of the TD Act. 1947. 

That lhe workman had been in cuntinuons employ - 
men: wiLb tire respondent management ever since 
his initial appointment. That although Lbe respnndcm 
management has changed its contractors several htnes since 
the^i the services of lhe workman have heen continuous. 

fTvo.l till date no seniority lirU has heen maintained 
by Lha respondc at management or even for tbaL matter by 
tbc contractor. 

T!n:I the workman has then performing all the 
duties uf operator as has breu enumerated in the CFWD 
work manual. Hie duties performed by rhe wnrkebui are 
esse ana |(y the same a& are being perfntmed hy the tegular 
employees of the CFWD. 

That the work done by the workman is of an essen- 
linl and permancnl nature and the establishment of the 
management cannot Operate effectively or aL all withnul 
the-servicss of a wireman. The work of the workman is 
direci ly connected with day Jy day functinnir^; of the elec¬ 
trical division in which the workman Is employed endure 
essential fop iLs existence and functioning. 


That though on paper it is being depicted as if the 
workman heroin is Ik employee of the con tractor but in 
reality the coutmaor is a mere sham entity denigtwd to 
deny The status of permanency to the workman and otiier 
similarly situated GOdliacL labour. The contract between 
the con tractor and the manage me nt is noi genuine buLjust 
a smoke screen to defeat the provisions of various benefi¬ 
cial legislations designed 1o prOLecL Ihe interests of 
work cm. 

lhat the day to day working, instructions to do any 
(ask is being given hy the engineers uf (be CFWD as lo 
whal task is to be done ami how rt is to be do Be, At HO 
poinl uf time during his employment was (he work of the 
workman ever supervised by the contractor or any of his 
employees hut at atl points of time the workman is under 
the dined Supervision and control of ihe CPWD. 

Thar the very fa CL (hat Lite workman during the course 
of his employment since November, 1994 has been con¬ 
tinuously working under the same management but under 
different contractor; shows that there is an actual employer- 
employee relationship between (be CJWD. and the work - 
mum herein aod ihe compactor is a mere sham entity an that 
I be workman is denied ihe stilus and privLkgpsnf regular 
employment and remain as contractual labour for his 
entire life. 

That the management has been continuing ihe work- 
mac as a contractual Labour since years even (hough 
vacant Sanctioned posts arc available with ii_ Hul (he man- 
agenient instead of employing the workman here in regular 
employmem uguinsL those vacancies Ids been surrender¬ 
ing (he some. 

That, therefore, it is abundantly clear Lhat die work¬ 
man had been directly working under the CPWD itself as 
well as other similar establishments regular employees are 
appointed to work as operator. 

That by ils action (he management is also guilty of 
commission of unfair labour practices as enumerated in 
schedule 5 uf Lhe ID Act, 1947. 

lbe management bid filed written statement, Id Lite 
written statement it has bwilSLaled lhat the services of the 
workman were lerminaled on ! 2th February, 200G is a sub¬ 
ject matter between the contractor and the applicant. This 
office docs rod know anything about if. Howtvfir, the work 
is not of permanent n a Lure. 

Thai (he workman had been engaged by the con¬ 
tractor on work to work basis and is a ounlrocl labour of 
lhe contract™. Tha employment of the worker with vjuioni 
conlnacror is a pore business Thinking of the workman and 
(bis department do not have any record for this. 

That no seniority is maintained by lhe CFWD man¬ 
agement for the worker uf contractors and worker w4i un¬ 
der Lbe employment of different contincmrs as ha; been 
staled by him under hun 4 aard thus question of hi; senior¬ 
ity docs not arise wilh (he cooiractor/coiUnrelors. 
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Thu( (he applicant is a vunlrad iahrtur mid not 
directly engaged by management; hence no coalmens c* u 
he made ahorn \ the duties performed by him. However, the 
conriract raadej for operation ctf lXJ set aL t'AG building 
during iy9E>-310(Hirait5 the wort to operation ot' flG set 
only whereas jhc operator (I i: M) is per CFWD manual 
Vol.-Til is TH^Juntitle Io C3rry0u( (Julies not limited to 
DG set as ckn he seen from the exlracl attached 
(Anncxurt- A j. 

The applicant Shri SunU Kumar has stated under Para 
2 {SttlemeQL qtf claim Chl behalf of workman) as having 
worked as npjralnr whereas he is referring shout the *cr- 
viOCftOf wiiei^an iiiihIvt ibis i-S- Para7. 

Thar rht management does nnl have any dircel 
empEnyer-cmiDycc relationship with the applrcanL. CFWD 
ltas im ^nik if ils ihwri. li only ukes wLi-rtfl fm niainte- 
nanee (if hvibd(i:g$ el C. of Gi^ennnpll of Tildij. The (7PWD 
awante i Ik wekk Io I foe conliucLdrs, who ate found J' 1 Ln do 
thejoh. Il is uji to the contractor, how Ihe job is executed. 
CP'WU do nuf undertake diiecL supervision of the work 
rind do not m^nlara any records of eon trad workers 

CTWD Jus no wort of his own. i L only Lukes works 
for maintenance of huilriings etc. of Government of India. 
Ihe CPWD »vards the work Io the cunlraclurs. who is 
found fit io d? Lhe job. 1L is up to the contractor, how ih r 
jub is executed {’PVf'D do not undertake direct supervi¬ 
sion of (he w^rk arid do not maintain any record of CO a 
tract workcm.1 

It IransjJires from perusal of the order sheet Ihal live 
workman waj; given opportunity to file rejoinder and 
affidavit on J5 -Uj- 20U7, 03-05-ZU07, 05-Ub-3lK>7 and 
2fi-Ofi-iL>17. T^ie wrick nun was nm present. On all the dates 
■neuiioiied at^wc he laited Io file rejoinder and affidavii 
afler auiTiciejil opporLunily giver. The opportunity of 
filing rtj[>i|id^r mul: l ff| lL j-iv11 wj<S cl(BSd. 

Tilt Cast i hi llie workman Ik I bat be was Ciigagdl aS 
COnlraeL lah-fnir. I Io wort Had under the COuLrOl and 
supervision of the management. The tnanagetnenl did moL 
regularise Lhej workman. TJk cate of (he nthrtiigcme m is 
that the workr run may have worked under the contraclor. 
He worked under the control and supervision of Lhe 
contractor. Tie duties were assigned in him by Hue con- 
traclor. He was contractor’s workman. The workman has 
not filed any JocuiUeiil in Support of bis claim statement. 
The rcfjetiicc is replied (bus 

The demand uf AIL India Cl'PWD (MttM J Kiiruranhari 
San^yhuil fOrkeiieialeme!H atml regulation iiOi l of Shri Sunil 
Kumar, S/o Shri Piem Kumar. Generator Operator in Ihe 
organLzation if C7PWD is neither legal nor justified. The 
workman appjicanL is nor entitled to gei any relief as prayed 
for. . 

I 

'Hie aw^rd is given accordingly. 

I>*::2*flfr2nn7. 

R. N. RA1, Ptrsiding Officer 


TJ "Tv#. 4 TFTT?, 2tK>7 

^TT.3TT. srfMPm, I9J7 flW 

RH 14) T\ mn 17 ^ R.TtTTR 

tra'yrra ^ iiHbi'tT irU .1-r-* +>S+kT ^ 
fdPSw "HT mr 

iffvu,i7Ji,'JsiLf jjiiiHdi 4. :. ^ w 

7ti7/2D0il ti iTric -ti 1 ■*'. cn.«tiic rpt 

0j-O7-7D1'i t TTURKil r^| 

[h. it:] 

J|i'.Tt-S TRTT, FtlTtiSnl^i 


New l)r 


.11:! C'h 11 liv, TljflT 


SrO. 2114. in p-.irs.i.i'Kr: of Section 17 of the 
riuhisnial Disp.iles Aei, iO-T (1- of li^47), the t'entrak 
Governmeul Imt!:! 1 :! -:i:Ii!i^I'.lS rllC aitard^Rcf. No. 7fi7'' 
ZfXl?>ur .he t.'e.ninil Government End initial T ri btrnal-cum- 
Eahour ("nun. No. 2 (TiandLearh ms sbowu in lJk ^VunCxyre 
in Ihe IndusUril 11i\piHi- >;:"weeo rhe management of 
Syndicate Rank uud '.heirworkme’i. rrH^ivaji by llisrenLTal 
Gnvtrn.mem on (j2-^)70')iJ T . 

jNo. L-13Hi'2T r H3Ut?2-lEt(l : s rni 
Fi-\J LNDL KKU MAR, LJesk Officer 
ANNFXITiF 

CEMTRAI. (JO\ FRNMFNTIMXJSTK1AL 
TRIB1 LNAi^OJM-1 AliOL RCOUlfl-iLCllANDlGAltEl 
Presiding Olficer; Shri k i :l di p Si ugh 

(.7ASF T.n. Nf) : 7(17, -1k5 

Kegisteied on: i 

Date nf Decision: 3-1-30tF 

DimlaDe\] L.''oShr. is l 1 . Kiru, I lcn>e No '70,\. 
!ytr'0! ■ ^b-r. ("nandigarh 

. Petitioner 


l heAssisLunl Generai Mt i"ig?T. Sy nd-iurr Fbrilt. Saioiioi 
TEo.iPi. il-Rha^wrjii Dr=ss RnaJ. Ne w Delhi 

... .Kespoodeu: 

AJ1T7AJIANCT 


For rhe Workman 


Mr. K. I 1 , ttaniq, Ailvcu^te 


For the Management Shri GopaL Muhujun inni 

Vipir. Stahajan, Advocates. 

AWARD 

The workman vony.rr.irv Io be iit^e-U- Maiiageoicor 
appears through counsel. The workman has remained 
uhSeilL since 4ll: July, ?^b ll in these gireumstances 
dial lhe (Ijxtr-L-lidnw wen- ■i^ur.ri 10 is^uo notice to the 
workman and a notice under R (’ was issued to Lhe work- 
e r i; l ri ibiuic r FhV,i;lI Rlcl it>i N o. on 1 ^h October, TOOfi. 
The notice issued Io Lhe workman has not been received 
buti unservetl. rathe: Tie w orkrnar uppenrcd ia the Trihunal 
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Olt 3rd November and a fresh oolite was served upon her, 
against her signatures, or Ihe interim sheet on 3rd Novem¬ 
ber, 2frON. fit spile I ha I she did no£ appear nr Ibe ne*E dule 
fiaed for 12Ui January, 20117. Ffom this lhe Tribunal is satis¬ 
fied that the workman is ncri interested In pto^cme her 
ease fiat is why she has remained ahse-n on all these 
dates. 

The Government of India vide their Order Nu. 
L120LZ'15^0(E-IH{R’n) daled llkh June, 2U02 refened the 
IcHawing .mairer tor Ibe consideration of [his 
Tribunal:— 

"‘Whether Ehe action of the Management of Assis- 
Hun Genera] Manager, Syikficate Bank, New Delhi in 
imposing the punishment of compulsory ictircraent 
ifoan services on Sdif. Bimla Devi is jusl andlcg^l? ff 
nnl lowhal relief the workman is entitled [O'?" 

The notice of Lhe reference was given to The pflrlieS 
The workman appeared in person and filed her statement 
of claim, The Management appeared ihruvgb Counsel and 
filed the Written Statement, they also placed on newrt) 
photo copies of charge sheet, served upon the workman, 
the reply of the workman, copy of the additional charge 
sheet, Ibe proceedings of the inquiry, marked as Annexure 
D-l to D-9. They have also filed the affidavit of SJi. T.R 
Raja^Cpal, their Manager, w iih a Copy toi the workman, 
hue stated earlier ihe workman stopped appeasing in the 
right from 4th July, 2006. 

Tbe, workman has daimed that she had joined ser¬ 
vice with the Management in the year IQ^fi and used 10 
perform dultes tor 2K hours and five daya;i week. Shews 
placed under suspension on 15(h Sep., 1999 and was 
charge sheeted OB 30th October, 1999 and on (ith Januflfy, 
2000- ,\n inquiry was held against hurt thaL Lhe charges 
filmed against the workman were vague and not nnnnrfjrj-l 
with herworfcing. However, ihe Management worked against 
the workman and played partisan roic thereby victimized 
Lbe workman. Her plea was not considered and the rcpnrl 
of the inquiry was bod. Even otherwise the exchange of 
words attributed tn the workman were nOI re lilted Eu the 
affairs of the Bank and could be at the best a private affair. 
Neither it was alleged opr proved that the- workman had 
oommidEd the mis Conduct while working for the Mjn^e ■ 
ment, The Management did rot allow [he workman Co en¬ 
gage the Counsel and the Trade Union worked against 
her. Even otherwise the charge was framed by a Deputy 
General M a Eager, whereas the pnni&hmenr wa& awarded 
by AssSLanL General Manager. The report nude was not 
based npon the facts iHr ibe charges were proved against 
her since ail the witnesses bad suited lhal the woikmao 
has not misbehaved on any occasion. Her appeal was a bo 
dismissed in a summary manner. The action of the Man¬ 
agement WK unjustified, illegal and arbitrary. 

The Management denied the claim of [he workman. 
They raised preliminary objections to the maintain ability 
of Lhe reference. According 10 Lhem the workman was en- 


g^ggd if. SwyepeT 'A' i(h I lUDA and worked as a part limer, 
for Ibe Management. She exhibited lhe same behaviour on 
5 lh June, 1993 and was charge sheeted and suspended 
from service. However, a lenieni view was lakeh agaiilSI 
her in terms of Clause 19 . 12 |Ej of the Bipartite Sclllcnient. 
She was again suspended and cliargjf sheeted for having 
unaulhjoriscd signed the attendant* register againsr |lie 
orders and for using abusive language against her higher 
authorities. She stopped the temporary Sweeper from per¬ 
forming the dmies mid spread lhe entire garbage in lhe 
Branch. She wits given Ihn punishment of dismissal but on 
her tendering apology, she was reinstated in services. 

On 14 Lh Sepe. 1999 she again misbehaved, onbeinj? 
Lnuteferred, and created embarrassing Futnation in the main 
hall of the Bank. She used foul language in Hindi and also 
disobeyed rhe directions issued by Ihe Superiors. There¬ 
upon the charge sheet was served upnn her and * dome*' 
tic inquiry was held lor having committed ihe m 4 s prejudi¬ 
cial to the interest mfhe Management. A frill fledged in¬ 
quiry was held against the workman in which she was given 
full chance In defend herself. She was represented against 
ihe repreKntulive. After the inquiry, all Ihe charges lev¬ 
el led ngainSI the workman were proved. Despite the notice 
and service of inquiry report on tfw workman, she did nOL 
make any rtptHaliua, Jhe Disciplinary Authority agreed 
with ihe findings of the inquiry officer and the workman 
was compulsorily retired. The workman filed an 
appeal. She was given chance to appeal in poison huE 
did not appear The Appellate Authority after going 
ihrougb the record did not find any merit in the appeal and 
drsmufsed the same upheld the order of lhe Disciplinary 
Authorin'. Tin; workman was given all the benefits in terms 
of pension. Supporting their decision H ■$ sidled by lhe 
Management that since lire worlotian had become a nui¬ 
sance for the Managemem, Iberefore, Lhe order of her 
compulsorily relireintnl was not improper. 

In reply to lhe overmenis mode in Ihe Claim State¬ 
ment, lhe Management denied the facts in the manner the 
same are alleged by the workman. 1| is staled by them [hid 
the workman was nol working for 2E horns a week ralher 
she was a part ti mer. Tlrey further claimed lhal lhe inquiry 
against lhe workman was conducted in accordance with 
the principle of natural justice and she was given fall 
t^jporiEiuty to defend herself. They denied (hat Ihe charges 
were not connected with Lbe authorities of the Bant The 
workman had no business to go lo the house of her snpe- 
riors and to use abusive language against lhem. They also 
denied lhat lhe reply given by Ihe workman was not con¬ 
sidered. According to them Ihe workman was Supposed !0 
behave properly wilh her seniors and was euoI to shonl at 
them or lo oS* injullanguage or manhandled them. During 
Lhe inquiry the workman was given full chance 10 put up 
lte* case, She had cross examined the witnesses. She was 
provided with the copy of the inquiry report. She was also 
given personal hearing hy the Disciplinary Authority, She 
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did not appear before the Ajjpdlule auLburily.Tlne punish¬ 
ment awarded to ihe workman was net nrly propci hut 
Icaienl as t(ic charges were proved gainst her. The 
puntshmerti Jwas also awarded by a competent anihuriiy, 
therefor^ i h-. action of [be Manageiiteru wa^ justified 

As slafed above, after filing 1l^ stiUemenl of claim 
and getting 1 be copy of Lhe Written Stntcmcrl, the woi V - 
man stopper appearing in the ease. She did nul uapport 
her claim by her own affidavit e>r by any other evidence. 
'Ilte perusal of the pholo copy of Annexure D-1 to D-9, 
give ample (easum [n believe [hat the Mimagetrtent bad 
conducted a fair and proper inquiry against the workman. 
These docuflienls further showed that she panici|tfEt:d iip 
the inquiry p xtccedijigs lhi ah the dans alongwiLh ber rep¬ 
resentative. She cross examined Ihe witness during [he 
inquiry at let gtb. The record of llte Tilt; further shows that 
Ihe allegation of the workman tbaL her appeal was dis¬ 
missed in a sjimmary manner, is nut justified. The order of 
the Appe Jat. Authority comprise^ of six pinge*. The read¬ 
ing of the in. |uir|r report shows how minutely the inquiry 
officer bud xmsidered every aspect of Lite inquiry and 
ante to ajuif conduatoa. The conducl of ibe workman, 
during uiqni y showed Ibal she did nut appear before the 
Appellate At thuriEy. She also failed in her duty u> produce 
evidence in Support of bar claim. The proceedings of the 
inquiry dans 29th Feb„ 2004, show that the workman was 
given Opportunity to produce evidence in her detente. 
Both the wo krmm and her defence representative stated 
that they h?v ; no evidence to produce. She ap|?ejred aa ;i 
witness andjnwide all sought of allegations agaiusi our 
Dal wars Sin^ll n art employee uf Ibe Bank. She did nut raise 
a single word against any oihsr official of Ibe Manage- 
inenl. She a^o alleged I hat Ihe said Dalwara Singh had 
connived wii r her relations so as to iHike possession of her 
property. Hoi vcvcr, when the said DaIwIra Singh appeared 
as a witness, she could not take out from his mouth any¬ 
thing to snpp jjl her claim, as made in tlte Claim Snuemeiil, 

ft has 1 etr stared above [buL lhe workman dixasso- 
daled with i ie proceedings in this Tribunal, She has not 
supported In; r pleadings by any evidence even by her own 
affidavit. 

Considering the fa■: h and circumsiances of [he case 
and the cnnuict of the v I'rkmun 1 bold that lhe workman 
has failed to show that :':x action of the Management in 
imposing the punishment of compulsorily retirement on 
her was not j Kt and legal. The reference is, therefore, an¬ 
swered agaiist ber holcing that she is nn| entitled E4 My 
relief. Let a flopy ui'l.iis award be sent lo the appropriate 
govt, for necessary jetinn and the file be consigned 10 
records aflerpue cotopJeLiuo. 

j KULDIP SJMjH, Presiding Officer 

R? J ■Jjt'ii:?, '20(17 

flir.w. pus,— 3 ffef¥sra, n ui (1947 

L4) ijnr r ^ ^pjruvt ^ ^--in ^ sfcr 


44l<: ^ ^ ^ yens r^q.'hi j rtf #q. 

■Fgtfq rf ^rffxz rtii P'=h q lir-eiq <sf-ai*j|+ 
i-u? it fiew'200 s 1 

tirr y*ifyd tirnfr t <4 02-7 07 Vi stm 

%m\ *bl 

-4^H :J . SMI *rw J l 

N«V. I Jelrr, '.he 4lbJuly. 2UU7 

F.O. 2115. In puriiiiincs o! iiecLLun 17 ul the 
IskIiisi ri;.L| l>ii.pntes /Ul. lt : 47 {14 of L947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes tbc award (Ref. No. Sfi- 
2 flfln)(yf lhe Centra I Go^■er^^len I Industrial 'liibunal-cum- 
Labnur (loun. NagpLt iissknwi 1 . In ihe in lMe 

Industrial fJispnk: iw« ,he empluyeri in reliiliun to 
tbc manageineni n:' l.im k uJ Uarudu and Iheir wnriinien. 
which was received by the Central Government on 
{12-07-2(107. 

[No. i.- L 301 TTS^-I-IR {ft-TM] 
RAl rNTlF.R KCMAR, l>esk Offiier 

ANNKXIJKE 

BblFORE SHTJ .VN VaDAV PRFSIDING OTFKiiH. 
CGIT^TM-LAHOL'K LOlRL. NACFUK. 

Case No. CCll'.'NGR.'St^tMJU 

Dated: 25-M-20ft7 

Petitioner,■' : SI'rl MIN". ChnjtJurioir 

Fait} No. J [hrOLH 'i lliC Oener;:! SiecretnTy 
li-O-H I'mpiuyces ; \ssn. {al'J. Lu 
Al DL A '} Hank of Baro-ia, Gandbibag, 
Nagpu:. 

Rcspardcnl.'' : The Regional Manager, 

Puny N(n2 Bank Of Raroda, Wcyi Fligh Coiot 
Re■a^l, l)li.irjirnpeih h Nugptir. 

AW.AHD 

|l>atod :35th June, 2(107] 

1. The Cfintr.a' Cu^err.merL aftersulisiying Lhe es- 
iMeuue of dispulcs herween S'nri N-1 N- Chandurhar,lllOTUgl'. 
Lhe General Secretary. Rack of Ramdx Ftnployccs Asso 
ciatkin. Rank nf Ramil?. Giindhihag, Nagpur. Party No. L 
iind I be General Mmingcr. Bar.k of baroda. Weal High 
Court Rtwd, nilrampeib. Nagpur. ParLy Nu. 2 referred the 
same foradjudicurion 10 mis "I'nbunaLvide its LeLlerNo. L- 
12(112t)fi'tJ4-]R(R-[E) Dt. 3JvO!i 19(4 under dutiSe (d) uf^ub- 
scclion 0 jan L l $vl> ^eciioi: (2A>t'L'becLLun lOoFlndnstrial 
Dispnles Acl. hJ-t7 | M of l^fl] wiih ihe following 
schedule 
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2 " Whether flit action ufHw management of Bank 
of lianjda, Nagpur in not paying the scalo-wlgM *$ per 
mb to Shri M. N, Chsnluilur, part-time $weeptr is justi¬ 
fied ? If (ii)L, what re]kf is tht said wOriman entitled to and 
from, whi rii date ? lh 

3. It appears that the case was pending before 
C.G.l.T. J abalpur and it was truisfems) to this court conse¬ 
quent upon the establishment of it. f| was pending before 
C.G.i.T, Jabalpur far filing an Affidavit. On ninsfct the 
nntfCiss w^ie bsued In the parlies, however, ndhndy ap¬ 
peared on behalf of the petitioner. Tht petitioner did not 
attend tlie toim right frcmi the service of the notice, li wjJ 
fined far the filing of (he aQdavil and w.ef. 30-11-2UU5 do 
affidavit Li filed.by the petitioner. Today ilaoil was fixed 
for fil ing of die affidavit and as indicated above, the p*tir- 
tidber is not attending lhr Court and today also he is ah- 
sent Thus he has not adduced any evidence in support of 
hb claim though a sufficient lime has been elapsed. On 
behalf of Lhc management il&counsel appeared, httwnvi, 
ilK petitioner remained ibsenE and no evidence is adduced 
hy hi nt, J to not think n proper tn continue the case Ihungh 
■he petitioner is ntn Inking interest. Hence il it disnnssed 
for defaull of the pvailkmer. 

Heooe this award lhal he h; not entided fur airy refief- 
rja*edr25-(tfr-2n07 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ 4 2007- 

2116,—jfcilPl* 1947 (1947 

L4) tF tiro ]7 ^ arjTpTir ^#4 -hj+r fa njfnr 

^ TTriUrTti ^ trt Rqi-d+f ^nferrf ^ 
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Tlfa’* <£+HIH, 

New Delhi, the 4th July, 20(17 
.iO, 211(i.—In pursuance uf section 17 of the 
Industrial fJisptiies Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cental 
Goverrimecit hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 761; 
2(K15)nf (he Cential Govemment fndustrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Jjlxjur Ccvjrl, No. 2, Onndigarh a&shuwn in the Annerune 
in the Industrial Dequite lieiween the employers in relation 
to lire management of Hank of India and iheir workmen, 
which was received l)v the Central Government on 
1-7-2Xn. 

[No. 1,12012.29^1 W.V[R(B-fT|] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Ilest Officer 
AWEXLIHE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INIKUSnUAL 
TRIRlJNAL-LYJMd ABTq.fR COUKlTI, 
dUNDlHURH 

Piling (Mlker; Shri Knldtp Singh 


Gew LD.No.7*lf2kJ 
Registered on: 5-9-2005 

nme of Decision; 7-5-3007 

Mukrah Kumar, Slflff Clef k. Bank of India, Ahohar 

... Petitioner 

Verrnw 

The RegWunl MiugET Rank of India, Regional Office, 57?, 
Model Town, Lndhbila 

.. .Respondent 

aitearance 

For the WorllTIM Mr. Sameer Sachdev, 

Advocate 

f or the Management : Mr. R, N, LohlU, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The following r&feieoce was received from 
Coveroraent of India, Ministry of labour vvAviiieir Order 
No. L-12(112/292,^3-JRB-JI dated 9th hebitHry, 1994: 

“iriMflwr die union of the Management of Bank of 
India in imposing punishment of nloppa|pi of one 
ioncmcnl withcumtdativS effita and warning on Shri 
Mukesh Kgmurefcrk isjuttslified'nj not, who! relief 
(he workman isenlilled to ? H 

After the notice of The refeieiice was received by Ihr 
parties [hey appeared through their representatives. The 
workman filed his Claim Statement to which the 
Management filed the Written Statement The workman 
."ilso placed On ieC 0 E*l the phoLo copies of a number of 
documents marked as Annexing W-2 lo W-iS. Ha also filed 
the replication, contesting rite claim marie by Ihe 
Management Lit 1 It* w rj| itn sM lemenL, besides his aflulavtL 
duly aLtesled. The Management also placed cm record 
dncrmenls weh inquiry prOCtwdings Comprising uf 67 
pifp, The ManugemeiU tendered flic affidavit of tbeir 
Chief Officer Shri M. M. Desbpandcy in support of their 
claim. Both line patties have Submitted wriLlentirgumenlS, 
for and againsl the reference. It may be noted here that 
although the workman proved his uffiduvii e*hithil W T 
iifld the docuioenLs W-2 to W-6. but the Management did 
not get opportunity to crass ejuunirtt him, therefore, die 
affidavit aod document have to he considered as if these 
are iiot proved under law, 

In tbedr pleadings the parties have the claim thal the 
punishment to lhc workman was awarded alter holding a 
domestic inquiry. The Tribunal al this stage i^ required to 
examine wlietlkEr dm Mjciagcci^ni liad held a fair and proper 
inquiry againsL iJk workman and lhal I be puni^hmem 
awarded to him was not dispnoporlinnale lo the miss 
cumiucL alleged agaiust him and which according to the 
Management was proved againsl. him. 

The ciaim of the workriKf is rhaT the inquiry held 
agai nst hi m was not fair and proper since lhc Management 
appointed Shri D. F. Bbnteja as Ibe Inquiry Officer who had 
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* Imaged .ullilude towards lhe workman. The workman 
brought jhis fie: m :hc Management uud m((uvsleil for 
changing; birr. bu: .It w;is not changed. The inquiry held 
dec ns: the u nsk :-if- : 'i him wiili h loosed mind. Thr 

M n Sj CiTe i 1 1 ha> , II :-i'i i III’, iilaim. Allpr gyiiyg through 
I Ilf r ■_■ -L r ii ! I ;_"ld lI: ai LiiC wilikulaii kilS Fii>| pT M iJ i, H.: m: f anv 
e’.-iilnuCqf agiiiiisL Shri ilhatcya noT he has shown any 
instance |.-i support h is claim Lhin Shri Dhuleju wus biared 
agairirr bjm, Any evidence documeiUary or oral in support 
i.il i hi,' clj»m ihat Mt. Bhateja was having any bias against 
■he wnrkf.ian hasrn ho judged On lhe basis of his oonducL 
while holding Lhc- inquiry. 1 have gone ihmugn I hr: [iilj^i iTy 
proocedipgi and have failed u> nuioe jny of I he acLion of 
'he inquiry Officer 10 $hi>w ihaL he was biased ugainsl Ihe 
wokmiu* 

The inquiry agninsL Ihe workman started on 
.WjGl January. ^ L n> 7 . Pjiiclicatly no proceeding could be bcid 
on thni i.i| y so il was udjonmed to I ] (h Feb., 1992. On Ibe 
date fixed next. rhe inquiry of fiOtT dbdared Lhe enquiry open 
mill pel dome questions to Ihe workman. Tie saw in il rha: 
Lhe charge sheet is served ujinii the workman and a copy 
thereof iHjpntwidcd m him. The workman denied Lhe charges. 
The inquiry Officer then Inquired from the wnrknvm whether 
he wouU| defend h:s ca^ hi nH *]f or gel the same done by 
his representative. The workman suugdn n month’s lime to 
engage k defence rep reswilalive though the Hank’s 
presenting ufticcr s1rnngly opposed the grant 0-1 lurLhrr 
op|JOrtu:jiiy saying Lhal the workman had sufficient I ime 
[i] ergagi a dc-i'ence ropnescntalrve as he had received ;he 
charge Renton 4th December, 1991.'('he inquiry oLTUer, 
hnweverj dii. ijiji. yreJd and ailnwcd Ok workman ro engage: 
a drfrna- rcprcsentaiiva ami smdy Ihe ducumirr.Ls irpto 
24th o-f Ffehraary. 1902. The workman was u Iso provided 
wilh rile lii’i of ducomenls the Management proposed m 
produce tgainsL him. The inquiry officer astixlshr workman 
io give i fit I ijq u \ documents and witnesses he desired to 
produce jin his snpporL of his cast. The inquiry officer 
for I her nfled Ihe workman if he has anything more io snv, 
The inquiry w^s then adjourned to 5(h of February. 1992. 

Or^ 3rd April. 1942 the inquiry »'iis Turlher held Shri 
S.S. SidJfu, the represnniaLive of lhe workmnn dldnol attend 
the ifiqu^y pmceedingh till Hl.Oii a.m. The inquiry officer 
sbnwcd fie iritMgeoUe and asked lhe workman In eonlael 
his reprejientativc. On return lhe workman repurled Io Lhe 
inquiry cfficcr thal his TCpn^senlaLive is not ir. a posilion io 
appcjT pit ihiU day. Despite the objcclinns of ihe 
M anagc^'C nl ili^ inquiry uificer fixed the inquiry fer the 
nexLdayjThe inquiry officer also look ncXeot anotheriacl 
that 5h ri p. K. ] RxJe ja w lie wa* to appear as a witness in the 
CaiSe wua:he typisL for recording The iaquiiy prt^usdtnus. 
He diiccied llLa 1 . Stiri Ltodeja shah nut he present in sHpis 
capaatyjaL rhe rime ihe evidence on charge no. 4 is taken. 
He fmth^i noted ihiu die inqoiry could rot he held on Jili 
[■ebniaryj, ] ^i ( J2 as some miss happening had Lalten place in 
the iaini^v of Dank's representing officer. Hcal.soiK'ivd tlie 
behaviour of the woikuiao and advised him ro be calm 
during t(ic inquiry pnmendings as the making of loud 


speeches caused reusioo. indiscipline and inssof decorum 
daring Lhe inquiry pruceeditigs 

On Jiii Afuil." 092 the inquiry proceeded further and 
Stiri A. S. Drar w:is examined us u wimeas of ih^ 
Management Alier his i;saminiHion in rhiel lhe iletK™^ 
repFesenLuLiie cross examined him and put searching 
qiLestioos. Tli^ ifrfciiCi- ii-^itsmiriitiseilien closed the cross 
examinBtLou. After the rc-cxamination Lhe stalemenL of Lhe 
witness was closed ai.d the mocccdings were signed by 
ll'i inquiry officer iiih.l i:^ workriVbi and his represcnlativc. 

The Manure mem rlien |>rciduccd Sbri Thakur Ram 
us wiLnets wbt' was also cross examined by ibe 
repr esc ota Live of the workman and lhe inquiries wiere signed 
by the witness besides hy the workman, his defence 
representaliv e and ihe Hunk’s repmsenlalive T)n: 
Management then produced Shri A. K. Gogia as rheir 3rd 
witness who was ciiv-s-eyamined by rhe defence 
rcpTesen'iLiiv^ in Inn^ih. Ai Ike clost; of rhe. siJucnKfli of 
aii the witnesses Lhc inquiry officer inquired fTom lhe 
employee prs'ieeiet ugiiinsl whdher bv hus miy more 
quesliun io puDuring ihe tours: of sLatenwnls ol lhe 
witnesses Lhcre arose nn dispute nor any objection was 
raised by tii: wor*nun ut nis representative hut miy 
grievance was aisci agqmsr rh.c behavior or rhe ccnduti 
of rhe inquiry officer m shew rhaL he was biased againsl 
lhc workman. The iiiqin. t officer a; the close of die 
proceedings on 4ih April, i 992 made iL oJeur tu lhe purlieu 
lliat I 11 k impiiiy \llal. |nr->:f-“,.l '.in ,.Liy m day basis [ill i[ is 
etm^luderl-'lTie nqiiiw w;i\ .hv.p helrl r^n 7ih August 1992. 
on which day ihri Mohan La: wus produced as a wiiouss. 
who was evrin-ined !:■. ERD iind cross examined hy rhe 
det'e nee repri'sc nial ivc. 

The record or rhe proc ending fnnher show ihaL since 
one of me w imt ss of; lit M a u a^.c.nenr Shri J. ki. Dudeja 
was noL uvuilable or. of August. 19^2 due Io rparri^EL 
of hisclosL i clarion The iii.uVi officer asked rhe defence 
repri; 11 ' a 11 \l rviklur Iil sv;: S icudy 10 produce llis 
evidence pending ihe xiaLement oL Shri J. K, I'JuLlLija aid 
i Iw tie fern's; | in nli uia IM i. (". H. fh.ihr j as rheir Eimr witness. 
The liunk's presenlin^ e4:ioer cross-exummetl him ;n;d I'-iu 
proceedings were signed by the Inq uiry Ofiioer, Lhe deJenoe 
:'jr':,iCvjr'iialii,r: and "m ^-im^ss, Oil firli Au^usi, 1992, die 
inquiry officer ernvided rhe conies ni the prnceedmg^ tu 
bolh ihe Miin<icenien: und :he delVnue- On tliai day Lhe 
siatemcm of Shri J. K. Dudeja was also recorded. Hr was 
cioss examined Iw die defence representative. On tha! dale, 
before the close of the evidence by boLh the Munugetrrf]i I 
and lhe det'enc: ihe workman wus uiJred by [be Fncuiiv 
Officer whcinci he wans to make Lhc siatenrjcm. H: replilr^l 
ihal the snore v:mM furrn par: qf die Written Arguments. 
Tl'us rlic looneediii^s w.ve closed. 

As staled carder, during rhe recording o: (htr 
w:Llf.niM f :>y Me iiiijoi'i officer [hem arose a simation to 
shew rhat Ltic k equip, (Jilietr Jt Led in ubiused urn.I p^irlial 
manner urhr ei eT Hied Io gug lire voice of lha woikman or 
conducted in a manner ;o show that he bad a biased mind 
againsl the workman. LhoLcfore, rhe inquiry cnnducied was 
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tiad in law. T, therefore, do not find any evidence or 
juSliflciiLinn given by (be workman to believe that the inquiry 
officer was biased against him and, therefore, (he inquiry 
conducted evas bad in law. Tire judgment chad by lhe 
work man in Support ol his claim reported as 1 !W4 (3) StT 
"'76 is of -jo help tn him. After going Ihrnagh the 
F<oceedi ngs1 am satisf ied rhm ihe inquiry OffkCTtfCteLf in 
e. must judicious maimer and provided full opportunity lo 
the workman Lo defend his case. There never arose an 
occasirn to show (har he acted it! a biased manner aguinsL 
i he workmun. ] do not agree with [be submission thac the 
^onrmeirts made by the Inquiry officer about the con duel 
of the departmental wilncwes show [he biased mind of Lhe 
Inquiry Olf icer. It is expected ofevery official In be upright 
tnd straight forward while making the Malemcnts and when 
lu official cf financial irsiituEion looks lure and I here. Ire 
tines injustice to the panics as well as lo Lhe system as a 
vihole. 

The ncxl cl^im made by the workman is, alsu uf no 
tnerit. According to him'the officer who bad signed Lhe 
document reLuming the cheque. for insufficiency of funds 
v.ias nut proceeded ariosi by lhe Management I am afraid 
e thief caiwoi claim I hat since hes oo-Uiief has been not 
hetn jnoeatdcLl pgainsl him r therefore he should also be 
I SI oil On tnat account. Tt is well knnwn tliaj [he ItiisLO 
record is held hy Uie incumber! who is supposed to hold 
charge themol. "fbr supervising officer is notcxpccted to 
t crif y every entry in the ledgers and cheek other documents 
I'd’rrre putting his signatures. No doubt j supervising 
officer io expected In check np to at least Ifi^ of the cases 
1 i see whether the subordinate work Ing lnnltr him is act in e 
[ropcrly. The basic rtspo ns rbiJiLy still remains uf the person 
Snho holds h he record lo say whether the c ndor^mant, he 
in making is based Ob fads or noL. 

T Ifc.w urktnan bit claimed that since no financial loss 
Snas ^i-LSh'd Lc lhe Bank as a result of the negligent aci 
alleged against !he workman, therefore, the punishment 
awnndeT wus disproportionate and cannnr be maiamin^d. 
Insupport cf his claim be has referred to Clause I 9,5(J)of 
the Bi-partil: Sclttcmern which readfe IhaL gross negligence 
I'teunS iloing any act prejudicial to the irUfresJ of lhe Bank, „ 
IFwe look ai the provision, Lhe claim nude by the workman 
eo^S im.iL strnd. As per this clause any act prejudicial lo 
Lie intc rest Hif the Ba ilk wbsu gross negligence. 'ibe other 
itrOss negligence would he involving Lhe Bank wilh a 
serious loss It is an admitted fact Ihat an individual or an 
Listitution ii. known nor only by lhe financial resources il 
has bul also by rhe ro;uLulior. it enjoys. The act of an 
employee, by which he rcrurns the cheque of lhe cusLomer 
saying ihai I here Is no balance in the account against wh ich 
Him cheque is Issued whereas there is balance ;l variable, 
vhu.1 impression the drawee of the cheque would have 
thout the working uf the institution andwficthci il wt>itTd 
noL have atfeet the rtqiuiaiion of the Bank and ultimately 
prove prejiul iaa I to lhe interest of (he Bank. Nobody would 
, ]! ke 10 bas e an account or dealing with such a Bank where 
lhe Claims are returned wijhcun justifiable OUSC and the 
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payments are acting casually. Therefore, although nn 
financial loss was involved in the act committed by ilk 
workman hy his negligence but the same definitely caused 
Ioas, 10 (he reputer^n frf (Ire Institutinn and so the ad of 
the workman mpiejudirU lu lhe interest of (fit Bank. 

The next pka of lhe workman is that (he other 
charges agnirsl Ibe workman vtrs proved on the wrong 
assumptions, therefore, lhe ponishmerri based Lherenn 
should he set aside, He has referred to charge No. 3. 
However he has not supported his claim by any evidence 
Eoaltow tire: be was uolahsunt from his scat from 12 noon 
d.h l p.m. on 3rd May, and rhat as a result of bh 
absence the vouchers could not be posted in (he concerned 
ledgers which ultimately affected lhe working of the hank 
and caused inconvenience to Ibe customers. In support uf 
(his allegation the Management produced (he witnesses 
who testified the abuncc nf the workman and theworfdnan 
has fai led Lu disprove Liiis lact by any evidence. The charge 
(he re fore, was rightly proved by the Enquiry Officer. 

After goinjt through the proceedings nf the domestic 
inquiry and (he evideniT collected therein I am cf (be opinion 
Ehai (he Management had held a very fair and prnper 
enquiry against ih£ wLwkirian, in which Ire was given full 
ojjjionvnLiy 10 tklejid ItirtBel/'. Fie was served with Ihc 
dinrgesheet and was provided with the list nf the witnesses 
which the Managemcnl desired lo produce against him. 
He was also provided wrih rhe dLtcunreid.^ Likely to be 
produced against him und was fcrlher given opportunity 
to produce his evidence in defence. He was represented 
by a defence represenLalivt. From Lhe.day to day 
proceedings If is dear that the Enqui ry Officer conducted 
himself in a most judicious manner perhaps like a judicial 
officer 1 have Found no basis for the workman 10 alleged 
that Hu Inquiry Ot'ficti was hjj^sd against him. The inquiry 
o ft ten r gave Full uonsideral ion lo Lhe submissions of Lhe 
work nun and more than once adjourned the proceedings 
on his request. He acted in a very disciplinary manner and 
did nt>l gel unduly excited by the conduct of Lhe wurfcman 
during the inquiry proceedings- He however did not fall in 
cautioning the workman that he should be calm during the 
proceeding and should nut create disorderly atmosphere. 
Thus ihe inquiry officer acted in a very main red manner 
and 1 do nut find any lapse or weakness in- the inquiry 
proceedings-The workman was charge-sheeted with mare 
ihan one allegation which were proved and rightly so in 
view oiThe evidence. The punishment awarded, lo my mind, 
was justified and cannot be said tn be disproportionate to 
the misconduct alleged against him. 

In view nf the disenssinn made above 1 aim of Ite 
opinion ihat rhv adiOnoFtbe M an ugemenl in imposing lhe 
punishment of stoppage of one increment with cumulative 
effect and a warning nn the workman was justified. 
Tlterefore, Lhe workman is nut entitled to any relief. 
However, I feel that ihe workman has suffered (he 
imnishmenl for more Ihnn 15 yeact. In case, in I his between 
Lhert has come nothing tn the notice of Ehc Management 
Lhul the conduct of the workman was noL up lo (be mark 
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llie competent authority may, on ihe representation of the 
workman, ^Oaisider Lo review theironder at least in Ite avrem 
of fiicihei f ilecL of the mine. In the young ag£ a |jdrson 
may oxnnjil sume mistakes hu| with [ht udvaucemenL of 
She ajjjo Liii^ gais mum red and Balizes his mistake:?;. Tin: 
award is passed against him. Let a copy nf iliis :lw:i ml be 
sent in ihe appropriate Govcnrmcnl for n<e<ssriry aviiyp 
and ihe fiLtJ be consigned to records after Jim oompletion. 

KIJI.DIP SINGH, 

^ -1 a>0T 

^r.sjr. 2117.—sifafoirr, i<M7 [VH7 
^ 14) ^t^HU J7 '■£ arpfTci^f.^hrTRTRTT^l. fll|, ^ 

flJPl N f+fte Mlalfn+ Imw ^ 4wi0d w+k afciiffltf 
3tIii*w?it ^.-2, ^ 

li+iJV sff^sterTnaiTT^if 2 - 7 - 200 ? 

wn '£-4 

L^r. T^-l7(H2/?7]9SS-5ni3IR (ift-LI) ■ 

! 

TlftJR^ ^IITT, |jj 

; New Delhi, the 4(h July, 3007 

SlO.i 21T 7.—in Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
]ndusEri}.I disputes Act, 1947 (14 yf jy47J, the Central 
Govemmeit hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. (ifiS: 
ZU05)of.the CeiiLrjItrovcTtimcntlndiBtrialTribuiiaL-cuiii- 
Libour Coirt, No. 2, OiMntpib as sJnwn in the Anncvure 
in the iiMtu^rbl Dispute between the management nf J_EC 
□f India a^d iheir workmen, received by the CerliaL 
Goveramec^ on 2-7-2007, 

(No. I ^ 7012/7/lWtS-IR (B-ll>] 
RAJINUhR KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANbEXllHE 

L TJVfR AL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TWHITfAI^JM-IABCMJR OfXJRT-IT, 

I tHANIMGARH 
Pleading jllflctr; Skri KskLip Singh 

Ca# No. I,#, No. 66g/20fH 
Registered on: 25-fi-20flS 
Date pf Decision: 31M-2EKI7 


■CJ. S. Jolly, fj r No. 7+J, Dcra SaJiih, MohftUs, Maniniajra. 
Chandigarh (U.T.J 


... Petitioner 


Versus 


LECof Isltfis, The Senior Div 
Jeevan Part ash Building, St 


IE or the Workman 


juot Divisional Manager, L1C off India, 
Iding, Sector 17 r CIiandigarh 

.. .Responded 

APPEARANCES 

Mr. H. B. Singh ArlOra, 
Advocate and 
i. X. Vania, AR 


For rhe Managesit m Mr if. J.Srncb. 

Advocate and 
Brijiii Singh-AR 

AWARD 

The following reference was received by this 
Tribunal from Govemmeni nf E.ndia foi adjudicatinn and 
award within a period nf l'mc-: niowhs. 

“Whelher Uhritj. S. Jolly. Es-Devclnjimcnt Officci, 
I.ECof India isa wnriiniLn uiHfer ihe L.D. AtL, 1EJ47 La 
view of the. legal pusitton held by the Apex Court ia 
S. E. Vcrma Vs. hfahesh ChatidetJ and OilOllier 
jl^Sj (2i !s(.R ';Jb| a no K. R. Adbanthaya cte. V*. 
Sandni(Indiaj [.id. (AIR 1^4 SufirenieCiJtirl 
If yes ivliLLlid tin aeriiri nf ihe Senior Divisional 
Manager, I 1C uf India, Chandigarh in tcnninaling 
the sendees of G. fi Jnlly w.e.f. 2S 12-1 i^jnsl and 
legal? If nn:. wii.-a rvheJ is Lhe individual conctraed 
entitled io:" 

Tbe notice nf rhe .siTnence wui given lo Lhe parbrs 
who appeared Ihrongh their counsel and repicsbinraiive, 
from time to :imc. Tnce m tirian filed Iris sMtemem ui d.piim 
through cnunscl, the Managemeni iiled Iheir written 
sialenienl. The svyrkrikm tiled his affidavit whereas Ihe 
Management tendered ihe afflihwii ot SJiti A. D. Anna, 
their AdtrifiiLSiraiive Qlfuer, in support of Iheirclaim. The 
parties have also placed on record copies of a muiihci of 
documcnls. The Manage menr jireduteJ Shri A. D Aroru, 
llteir wiiness who ^lood it? rhe ornss cirainirarinn of ilm 
workman. The wnrtmae also a]jjvi;LreLl as wiiness iii stippon 
of hts claim. 

The dann ui the workman is char he was r.ppnimed 
as anapprcnlice DevL-lojinujm tMliorr by the Management 
ir January. l$fi^ a-nl was placed nn probation for one year. 
Afler ilia ^mplelism el' apprenticeship period he was 
arppoinledas Rcgulai DcvelopniaiLi Officer and posled in 
irnitNo 2 of LJC. Ludhiana in February, 19W1. In view nfhks 
stUiEfacttrty pcrformar.ee nc was enuflnned in sKrvict in 
Teb. 1991. Tn Dccc in be i, 1992 he wus Iransl'erTed to 
Mauirtiaj n fUT C handigarh) where despite his best cffnrls 
he could nnr enme in ilia good I'duk's u-f Senior Manager, 
Mrs. Gurdeep knur. 11K -jjrvices w ere terminated on 2£:h 
nf I>ec£iii liflr. 199?, L'hr order of term inatinn of his services 
was bad in law t'nr iinn-njij'l icm ion 01 mind by Ibr oorapelent 
authority for failing 1c hold enquiry, rn find our i|ta rn>n 
cmapcralinn (lfhnSs sT :.ae workman, for non-inclusion of 
work done by ManjLl Kanr age or undci ilia wiyrktnan. for 
non-snpply of ducume ilLs such as IcrrcT nf Tonal Manage r 
dated 2nd nf ScpieiiiliLT. 199s jEc wurkman Jus prayed 
for scniiLg asiLl r . |hfl urdn oi his lemiinatinn dated I si nf 
January, lyUh, Lor reinslating him in service with full Isaok 
wages, wmijLuiG of service and oiIict cnnscqucritial 
bencfiLs. 

The Management has nppnsed rha dy:rp of ihe 
workman. It is stated ht ihem Lhu.1 Lhe claimant is eioI a 
workman ne w ns wor k ins. as DcvelofuriKni Officer imhe 
lime of his disengag^m m mik" >u w<is nol i workman as 
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defined ly Ihe Industrial Disputes, 1947, hcteiiiafienobe 
nrf^TrttJ lu as Act. Even otherwise ihe workman was 
geveroed by the provisions 0 f LIC (Staff) Regulation* 1960 
rtadwiih LIC Development Officers (Revision of Certain 
Terms and Conditions of Service) Ru Its, 1989 which have 
overriding effect ever ihe pmvisiraK* yf i Ik Ai t. Therefore, 
due dispute rained under the Ad is nut main lain able. He 
ha* also railed to avail of the remedies of appeal, review 
and memorial, therefore atso his application is mol 
maintainable. 

On merits il is their submission thfti lhe petitioner is 
imtaworittran in tans of judgment of the Hon'hle Supreme 
Court of India in the ease Adhyarlha and in Hk face of 
SuifT Reflations and Rules. The post of Development 
tHficer being supervisory in nature as the iacimibcnt is 
required lu develop and increase the production uf new 
life Insurance business in a planned manner. TTk agents 
work under his supervision lo whom he guides and 
supervises [heir activities. He enjoys the powers of 
recruitment and training of new agents. He also rep res cats 
the tJC in the area he e pusled. Admitting that the petitioner 
was appointed as apprentice Development Officer who wu 
ounfiime d as such w.e.f. '20th of February, 1991 after he 
saccessfuUy OompleLed the probation period. According 
lo Ibern tie petitioner was Irarsfetred lo Manimiijara as a 
special erse. Denying that (he petitioner hnd done his best 
(o achieve Ihe goal Or [hal Mis Gurdip Kara was prejudiced 
agaimit tun and did not cooperate, il is Staled by diem that 
in fact (hit ]ietilirater dal nut show interest in his working 
and failed io achieve Ihe business target despite repeated 
advices oral and in writing hy the Branch and Divisional 
CMTit^rS- His work was evaluated for three years ending 
with Zfl3, ^94 and 295 mad in view of his performance his 
services were liable to he lermiiisned in letms sub rale (8) of 
rale 7 read with mle 8 uf UCufliuik Development Officers 
(Revision of Certain K mis and ttmditiereiuf service} Rules. 
1989. lie was therefore, served upon with notices dnied 
18th of April and 6fh of June, 1995. The petitioner did give 
satisfactory reply 10 Lbuse notices nor art]' factual in 
accuracies were pointed Out by liiitL iu ihe figures uf his 
twsiness. TlKiefcre, he was given three rannihs termiriaiion 
of his- sen ices notice by Ihe Zonal Office which was served 
upon the petitioner 00 29Lh of September, 1995 through 
the concerned branch. Ill view Of Lhat the services of 
workman came to end wx.f. 2Rih of Decciniter, 1995, They 
denied the claim of workman made in paras 4 and 5 of his 
statement of claim and submitted [hat (he order tcrniihutifig 
the services uf Lhe petitioner was perfectly io accordance 
with the fyles and [he criteria fined Lhere under and in Lhe 
iighl of terms and conditions uf his appointment They 
submittee that the workman has no claim io maintain 
therefore, Lhe reference be answered against him. 

The workman appeared as a wiUtess in ihe case 10 
support his claim. He proved bis affidavit eshUril WW L He 
admitted that he had received the communication by which 
the appraisal of his work for the year ending 2Kth of Feb, 
1992 was conveyed In him vide letter dated tilh of June, 


1994 and by reminder dated Sib of July, 1994. He had also 
received the appraisal of his work report for the year ending 
2Jith of February, 1994 and reminder doled l9[h/26(hof 
August, 1994. He further admitted to have received letter 
dated 2Eth of February, 199,5 afcoul his working and Staled 
that the appraisal of his working for ihe year ending 28 lb of 
Rhrnary, 1995 w^s conveyed lu him vide leLler (bird 1 Bill 
of April, 1995 and by reminder dated firth of June, 1995 and 
he had made representation dated 7lbof October, 1995. He 
alsn admitted 10 hiwe received lei Ins exhibits M-19 hr M- 
2fi, 'Jhc Managementexamined Shri A. D. Arera, their Adm. 
Officer ih Support uf their claim who proved bis affidavit 
and documents marked as M-l to \D2ti. JJc admitted that 
the workman was posted under Lite Supcrvisury COrtiol uf 
Ms. Gurdccp Kaur, Senior Branch Manager buL denied the 
knowledge, tbal the workman had pointed out the omissions 
done hy Manjii Knur, A gen I No 1806 but Ms. Gnrdcep 
Kauc had cil>j held enquiry in that matter or that the salary 
of lhe workman was slopped for one year during 1994. 

T have gone through Lhe file and luve also cons idered 
lhe submissions made by Ite Representative of the parties. 

The question which has fallen forth? cnnsidaraiinn 
of this Trihural is whelher Sihri C, S. Jolly, ex -Develop mend 
Officer, LIC of India is a workman under TT> Act, 1947 in 
view of the legal position heU by ihe Apex Cunt in b. 
K. Verma Vs. Mabcsh Chandra and Another 11982 (B) SCR 
799 ] and II, R. Adhyanthaya etc. Vs. Kandoz (India) Lid. 
(AIR 1994 Supreme Coon 2 6M0- floods Court uf India 
considered the hidgraert uf 5. K_ Veima's case (aqua) while 
deciding lJk latter cose and their Lordships observed as 
under: 

In 5. k_ Verma Vs. Mahcsh Chandra (L9S3) 2 
SCR 799 the dispute was whether Development 
Officers of tlte J Jfc lu&urauCe Corpuraliun of Indie 
were workmen. The di jqiute arose on account of the 
dismissal of lhe appellant-Deveiup™ni Officer w.e.f. 
8lh February, 1969. The Court noticed that the 
change in (tie definition r>f workman hrOughl about 
by (he Amending AcL uf 26 of 1956 which, as stated 
ahovc, added LO I he originally enacted definition two 
more Categories uf employees viz those doing 
“Supervisory" and "‘technical 7 ’work. The three jinigp 
Bench Of [his Court did not refer to the earlier 
decisions in May and Baker (AIR 1967 Supreme Court 
678}, Wimco (AIR 1964 Supreme Court 472) and 
Burmah Shell cases (AfR 1971 Supreme Gouri 922) 
(supra). The Bench only referred to the decision of 
[bit GxjrL io Workmen uf In dian Standard Instilnliun 
Vs. Management of Indian Standards Institution 
(1976 Supreme Grant 1 45) where while considering 
whether ISl was an “industry” or not it was hdd that 
since the l-D Aa was a legislation ihiended io bring 
aboul peace and harmony between management and 
Jabour tn an "industry" the tesl must be so applied 
as lo give Lite widest possible tunnufatiou io tiw 
term ‘'industry" and therefore, a broad and liberal 
anti not a rigid and doctrinaire approach should be 
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adopted 10 Hleierniine whether a particular concern 
wut an ndustry or not. The Court; therefore. held 
Ihattnefc cidr ‘he question whether Ehe Development 
Offerer* [r the LdCwcrc workmen or py| should adopt 
u pnjgmiLic and rot a pedantic jqgmjatb and consider 
the broal qiiRlion at on which aide of the line the 
workma [i fell viz labour or nwimgcnienl and then to 
cj insidei whether then: wore any good reasons for 
moving them nwx Cram one aide to the other. The 
Cffllrt Uieit noLiced that the 1JC staff Regulations 
dassifiq I Ihf sniff into four categoric* viz (a) Officer?, 
f li) ffc.ve Lupmeiri OfTuxrafEiijSupCTviBuniuiid clerical 
Staff mu (Lv) subordinate staff, Ihc Court pointed 
out tha| Dk: vclupnucnt Officers were classified 
separate y both from Officers on the one hand and 
supervis nr* and clerical staff on the other and Lha i 
they a* t ,e II ns class ill and cEhm TV staff other limn 
SUperinN ndeuLS were placed sm par iuEtsmiuch as their 
appoint ng and disciplinary authority ivns ihf 
nivtsiodal Manager whereas ihnl of Ofiicers was 
A>nal M inugcr. The Touri ako referred to their scales 
of pay land poinLed ouL that the appcllaiiori 
‘"Dcvdcrmenl Officers was no mtnv (him a glorified 
destgnalou. The Court then referred la the nature of 
dirties aq the Development Officers and pointed nut 
rhat a D| v^ JopmenL Officer was in he n whote Lime 
cmplojrqc and Ihar his operations were to he resit icici I 
to a defined urea and that he was liable to be 
transfer . lie had no autlmrily whai&ocveMobLnd 
the corporation lit any way. His principal durv 
uppttarei lo be to organise and develop the bosincss 
of the cdrpomi ion in the area allotted lo hi m and for 
that purnnse. to recruit active and rcliahlc agems, n.i 
train than, to convass new business and tu Tender 
post saJqrcrviccs to pol icy holder?. He was expected 
to assist Lnut inspire Lhc agents. Even so lie h;nJ nut 
the amHority either to appoim them or Lo Luke 
disciplinary action against Lbem. He did not even 
sup^rviJc Lhe wort of lhc agents though he was 
require^ to train them nnd assisL them. He was to he 
a friend, Philosophi: r and guide of the agents working 
withi n his jurisdiction and no mnre. He was xpeutei 
to iliimuate and raciic 11 tlic s^mla to work while 
txereislig no adroiuislrnlive control over them. Tha 
agents iveTK not his subordinates. He had no 
Subordiiule staff working under him. I'be Court 
Therefur^, he Id that it was dtar ItiaL lhe Lleveluptncnt 
Officer dooltl iruL, by any stretch of itnuginiUion, be 
Sikt (o hq engaged in any admiiLisuative or managerial 
work an|J 1hevefore, be was a wortmarr within ihu 
ireamnd nf lhc 1.0 Act. As has been pointed ntil 
above, tlis decision did net refer to the earlier Ihree 
dfciEjonl in May and Baker (AIR 1967 Supreme Cbur 
67S) WEtfCO (AIKI y64 SU472) and Bu rntah SheiJ 
Cases (AIR 1971 Supreme Court 722J (supraj and 
ohvicrisir prmreeded on lhc basis iJwit 11'an employee 
did nol icumc within the four exceptions to the 
del'iniLitip, he should be held (obc a wort man. Th i ^ 


basis was i n tc i ms ennsi ds-rc, I ai d rejected in JJunnah, 
Shetl case (supri) by a eo-OTdinatc Bench t>f three. 
Judges. Furihei no finding is given by lhe C’nurt 
whether the Duv^upmenl 0liker was doing clerical 
or iffhnLcjiJ work, lie was admittedly not doing 
manual work 

lhe Hon’blc Supreme Court furthci held thaL 
the decisions in the ^ater S. K. Vcrnta (AIR 19R4 
Siifvcmf Ox in ' 462; iXJlcn Cutle ^ AIR 1'7K4 Supreme 
Court 714 i and 1" iba b icigv (AiR. fTRy Supreme Otnirl 
TS5) did mil noiioe ihe earlierderisiuni in May and 
HSa|(tr (A I ft ] Su prer.te i iosirt f.TS) WTMCO"(AIR 
1764 Supreme Conn 47.'i iu:d Hurmub Shell (1771 
Supreme Court U22 1 . Accoiding ic Ihcii TjOnltliijt, 
the apex Court in case A. Suridaranihal (AIM JMtfb SC' 
1 TiXi) has held :hai Mil I.jv, hoii >iiwn in May and 
Bailor caw (AJ K 1 irh7 Supreme CciuTt f:7Rl was sti II 
good and was net n Il-xiv-, Ji-juwncd. Ihes then 
held: We 1 1: i.iv^ .hrte three judge Bench decisions 
which havr laken lhe view that a person to he 
qualified to be a woi Vmnn milis: In,-, doing !tie work 
wh ich fal k in e.ny ul liie lour calegorlcs v iz. manual, 
dnrical, supervisory or Leeh.tical aod lwo two judge 
Urnch deeisien? wh eli have hs itfeiring loupe or 
the other of s;:id I nec liecisiuni nave Teilerared the 
said law. As apalnsr 1 1:i~ Imvn ihree Ihree judge 

Bench dec is.. l ich n^vc wskhuii L referring lo the 

decisions in May :i:k: l.taker. WIMCO and Bunmah 
bhell eases (sanrai nave rakmi ihi- <nher view which 
wa-se.spT^jv neuuiived vi?.. .t'a persnr dots not Call 
within the foui cxeepCnos tn ;Iil miIlI ikJ'ini iii m he ts 

a workman with in clvz i i>;;li ii i.g of 1 1 > As*.I Jenue 

the position In law s uh'.uuis today is that u persori 
lobe u workman under the liJ .Act must lx: rirttpHiyrd 
to do the wnrk nf ;li v ,^l : hr: ^■;^leg f .■ , ^ies vi^. triajiaa] 
unskilled, skill.-.:, i:■!■!,rnciiI. L'-perulitmal, derieal oe 
tupervisurj. Jl is ra.r enough thaL he is nnr eov^ud 
by c ilhctr i it ihe i o ,i r v.vcepl iorc, !o- Lbu definition. 

The IJon ble tiupreme Conn, alter discussing lIw 
jHisUion of law has coirc to the erinelnsjons lli.ar ihe law 
laid down by 5 K. Vcnrui -- care isupral s^as not a good 
law iheir lordships in tr.at ease did tm mnk inn; 
consideration Lire earlier Ldy.inu r,i or. i hr: pi ■ ini anti --ltrrri.1 
lo above. They have hr Id 1 1- =i. to order lo be tailed himself 
lo be a workman untler I'm ID Act. lhe petiLLoner was tu 
show Lhal he was emple.r-.i in ,lo ihe work of anv of 
category vir. inatr.iul. .irsiiiiled. skilled, lechnical, operalion. 
ulurual or sapervison Tu.-:ingtn[n :ousideraiinn rite nainre 
ofducynf Devclopruenl OlliL'rr oL Lie LK.'nf India as defaiied 
the !i. K. Vemca s esse ;s-i;--i; l i it ciutnut be sitiJ by amv 
srrereh of arge men .s that the workman falls in the category 
u( workman as defined bj ITJAcr 

Assumir.g fm rhe sake of aruumenls LhaL rhe 
ivciirdnn^r wms a workman or. the day hi* services wtra 
inmitioted by the M m agent; m. yei 1 fsi ilI i liar i he or-tfer of 
lennination nf serviA-s of ihe woikma^ was justified and 




4fl0! 


Wl 2fi r M/flWi, 1929 


['n]|-gvE 3(jj)j 

art was legal, 'Hie Tfwvjces of (he workman were governed 
by (he uertmi and conditions of appointment and the inks 
by which Th* same were governed. Theappointinent letter 
dated 29l ti of January* J1J91 which merged in order da Led 
JiHli of March, 1991 dearly stipulated the terms and 
conditions governing the appointment of the petitioner. 
He wm also governed by the Life Insurant CorpOmniOiL 
uF Indii (Staff) Regulations, 196(1, UC7 of India Development 
Officers (Ticvision and certain terms and conditions of 
Service} Rules, 1989. According wrote8of the teler rules* 
iiThe II cv el opmert Officer failed to conform to the expense 
limii,Tlie 7onal Manager could terminate his services after 
giving nimllia^e months notice or sfilory in lieu (hereof. Oi 
raocsrtt f fjm] ii number of notices which show lhal the 
Management had told to The petitioner that his performance 
w;is nol npio Lo mark and in accordance with the terms and 
cunditions'of his service, fn his statement the petitioner 
udnrittted that he had received letters exhibits Ml9 to 
M -2b, He further admit ted lhaL appraisal of his work for the 
period ending 23th of February. 1993 was conveyed to him 
vide letter dated 3th of June, 1994 followed by reminder 
dated 3th of July, 1994, He further admitted to have received 
letter dated 21st of July, 1994 pertaining la appraisal of his 
working for period ending 28th of February, 1994 and Ehe 
letter regarding appraisal of his work for rhe gterirtd ending 
23th of February, 1995 and reminder dsted bill of June, 
199f. ] le further admitted lu have made the representation 
against the letter dated bth of June* 1995. -Ml Lhis shows 
that 11 k Management hud notified to the workman i.haLhts 
performance was not upto to mark in th.e Light of his 
appoinlmcnr order. The petitioner however* failed 10give 
Satisfactory explanation to his poor performance. It was in 
i hose circumstances that his services were terminated by 
the MEuagement. As it appears from the record and rhe 
statement of lha workman ]te was given proper riulioe uf 
iJv proposed action against and the reasons there for. He 
wts also given full opportunity toevplaiu Ids position. The 
rules governing the services of ihe workman authorized 
the Management to terminate h is service^. Thus the action 
of lite Maimgemenl lu Lerminulle the services of the workman 
was j ml and legal. In view of this the workman is noienlrtlcd 
lo airy Telief. The reference is answered agpi n$i him holding 
llmL be is nut entitled to any re lief. Let a copy of this award 
he sent ro Use JifTropriaLe government Fur necessary action 
and iIk file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KIH.DIP STNTtH, Presiding Officer 
-*i fwft, 5 , 2007 

w.3n 1947 (1947 

L4) srfti i7 ^ Trrarrc ^ 

w-6 FpfattiT sfo 5^ ^ Tfta. 

ifliilfJI-* f&pz. ^ 

^ 'u-inl ■§■* «^|«i 5-7-2007 ^ RPrT 

^SIT *TT I 

[Tt TJja-130[2/172003 3TTC ( } 

r v, f+H'n -Bv^h ^rftrqnrt 


New DcEhi, the 5tfa Jnly, 3007 

S.O. 21 IS,—In puESuailCt of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Certlml 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 297 
2004) ul the Crailral Govenhikim Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour flnnit, Lucknow as shown in the AnoknuK in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers In relation to 
the management of Cantonment Hoard Jiiut their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government Gr» 5* 7- 
2007. 

[No. H3t)I^I.^«l(3-IR(LHJ)l 
SI RFNDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT JNIKJNTRFAL 
1R1BUNALLIIM4AB04FR COf FKT, 
LUCKNOW 

PRESENT ; SI IRIKANTSHUKI A, 

Presiding Officer 

l*D* Na* 29/2H4 

Ref. Nfr. L-]341271'2*03-IRnXfJ I*. 24-2.MXM 
BETWEEN 

Sti Manga! Sen 
S/oSri Loom Singh 
R/n Village Aha 
PO Rtihala 
Meerut (U.P.) 

AND 

Tbe Executive Officer 
Cantonment Board. 

Meerut Caurt. Board. 

Meerut (UP) 

AWARD 

The GovanLiiteut of India, M inistry of Labour* New 
Delhi referred [be iultuwing dispuLe vide No. L-J 3UT 2/1 > 
21X13- iR(DU) nlr, 24-2-04 for adjudication to the Presiding 
Officer, CGfl'-cum-Labour Court* Lucknowt 

“Whether the action of the management uF Executive 
Officer, CiulOnmenl Board* Meentf in Terminating 
[be services of Sri Sen 57o Sri Loom Singh, 

MaEdoor w^e.f 23-i-2(fOU e jusL and leg^l? If nnd, to 
what relkfthe wcukroaD is entitled j' h 

Vt'urkra's CnsS is that he was working as labour in 
OmtanrTM rrt Board, Meerut si nee I - E -96 and the employer 
made him lu work ws labour rill 22-8-2000 and when the 
worker appeared on 23-Hr-2tXXI fur wurk he was not allowed 
lowurk. Thus this services wire terminated by oral order. 
Ti is alleged rhar workei' was terminated without any 
oppurlunily vt being beard and he was even not given 
notice, notice pay or compensation* LhuS, the Ouuoomgm 
Board MeeniL violated Section 25F of l-D. Act, L947. It Es 
further alleged tliaJ worker was terminated whereas jiinions 
to him were retained service and tbus the management of 
the Board violated the provision ni'Sec lion 25 G of Lite I.D. 
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Atl. it is q.lsL> alleged that the CotfflGuntenL Board is its witness. rt was believr d I hut sorter does not rn prodoft 

publishing ladvcrlisaments lor employing the workers. any evidence Un 24-iWlfi [ho oppositepurLy examined bri 

Worker has therefore prayed for reinstatement with K.K. Sharma and 1 -fl'. 1 iha opposite party-examined Sri 

Cunlimiily c[f service and backwag*s. HajKjinnir.5iiiKrvis.ji nf O monmenL Hoard. 


On l> hlaf yf Lhe apposite parly wriLten stalcmcm 
has heanfik I by ihc Cao(onmeuL liraniiivc Officer, Meenil. 
Opposite Pfrty has denied Hie alkgaliou^ made in Lhc 
Statement of claim finstly it is alleged UiaL CanlanmcrU 
Board is no an industry and is noL engaged any nude ot 
btisincRR ani ilteieXure it docs nor wiijiin tbc pc mew of 
indusliy-asi eimtundci I.D. Acl. p> 47 . In emergem l^i 
the iabotiTS arc engaged purely on temporal y basis as 
tiisual Eahtiur for specific period of approved ra-e of 
GoiremraenL for specific work and on coinpte-ion of lhe 
said work lb e service* of such temporary and visual Labour 
:it& disdisp nsed with. it is hJro alleged thaL (he worker 

was never i ppointed again&i any permanent pos.. he 

was engHgci purely temporary capacity us casual labmn 
andtheiefnr; he docs rot eonm within the definition of 3 i> 
Act. It is fu thcr alleged dial Iheitis no viobiinri n| [.[}_ 
Ad. it is fun her pointed out that worker 1ms FaiJ to disclose 
ncocRsary.'d ;Laitsfo riders as 10 when he was employed whuL 
we™ IhelennsandcLOkliiioiisof tbeappoiiimiHni and who 


The worker has rat f2cJ anj, ilncumemary evidence 
lo support h is ease nor Mr. appeared Lo prove his al legal ions 
in the court. On die mher hind Sri R. K. Shantia, Isupi-visor 
of CanEomiienl Hoard appeared in wiin*ssho* and slated 
thaLSri Manual Sen workec lor 26 days in April, 17 days in 
May aral 1 tJ days in Jure 199-s it, casual labour. He has 
also slated Eh at Sii Manual S-sn was engaged in rhe 
emergent condiiimiv in denning of Sahid Smark- Fie Inis 
also Slaved Lbut Sri Ma.igal Sfu was nol engaged agains! 
uny post. He has msu s .ibmilled :hat prescribed procedure 
was nnl applied I'M'uTe his er.cagcmcm. StE k.K- bhiirma 
has slated ihm worker has not woi kail 240 days Lhcrcfore 
there whs no need in gwe any nnliec, nnliee puy or 
coiii]M:isatKin Lo Lhc worker-. Sri ICaj Kurnurhas hJso stated 
iliul no notice nr .101 ice lI.iv or compensation was given. 

None ajn^ured I'.- rorward the nigimtetils ttamJesh 
Krniiar appeared bin he sail I ilia, he has no authority kuei 
|o represent ihc w nrk--. 


Wan 1 he authority of isssiie lhc ordei. li is also submitted 


Perused ike e\ idenc on rccoid. W'orker has nut made 


IhaL ivnrker. has nol suhmilled any tlocnmeirtary proof ip 
snbsLiiuLiat 1 his aHeguLtous. The oppose purLy has 
specifically pleaded (hat wnrltci lias thU worked tor il:e 
period of 2^0 days in lhc calajisfcT yeur before lhc -daiu of 
termination ^f his alleged cunlrHct. Easily ii iialleged Lhal 
the ivorkei (las worked only for % days. In view of Ine 


ouf a ease 1 hu: he worked f.-vm- I 1 -<tb lo 22-^2[KKI. He has 
also not been aide 10 prove Lhat he was leTmtuuled on 
22-fi-2fhf(J. AiiforJing 11 :hc e-^ IlIl:i il-i* iri record as Rtatc-a 
above wiiTke: has only '.s01 k L :J 1.:r kss thun HXl days in die 
yeur 1WK. In lhe . rvtims.ancLS i: is nor proved IhaL Lhe 
managrrment nas s iol.in : ; ny pro-. ision of the I.D. Au 


above the o iiiosita parly has requested ihai the slatemcnt 
of claim sho tlnd he rejected. 

Oppos 1 ia party has fikd works Saiioliun book, m tesior 
roll aadpuy role. 

Wijrkh fiied rejoiiidar. Ii is alleged lhat II is ik'm 
necassury I'dr any industry lhat h should earn profit- The 
case work ty : iJw opposite party is [hul of u local body the 
F^Sponsibitily of which is lo ensure water snjipLy, street 
light andsai iiatinn eic, to lhc residem of itei (.Ljin lonment 
Board as such iL is a industry since it involves the 
cooperation rc-twecn employer and employe* and lhe work 
ts of regular mlirre. Worker has stated that he was working 
al tht purnii neut pent with the opposite parly and hu did 
m>l work on daily wages. It is also alleged lhal he 
continworked wilh the opposite party and ihe 
termination >f these serviocs is violative of provision of 
I.D. Acl. Worker has also alleged that he continuously 
worked for' 40 days in preceding 32 calendnr months of 
his wjtninuti m. 

W'nrti r lasr attended the court on 3-1 -Oti ihereuiler 
tbc worker r id nut turned up. 

One S i Kamlcsh KbUJur Lhe trade union leader Ocl 
4-L-fll] sitedded the conn dtud he Ion did not file anv 
unlhonty letl :r. OiL22-6-f)fi Sri Kamlesh Kjimar stated thai 
worker has r oL imthciriscd li im. in the tircnrasiaeccs there 
was r»0 oplid n to proceed under rule in the E.D. 

AetI, 1947 atid Lhe opposite parly was directed loeuamine 


So fji i k I'K' eonicmioi' of iijgios-iie purly ihc 
C. aauiori ik r 1 liourd b 001 indiMry, ’i is poiEiled out thaL 
line CujiLonmceL Borud \ - simiiur thai of MuuicipsL Boturd 
and has Iilhm udjt stec :e he a iml-.is.iTy and accordingly 
Canlonir.iMii liounl is al-v.> a i-UN.-iirt. 

On the di^aussioi s .ihove | come Ln the conelusioi 
Iha: worker 'oii Iuli :o ~rova thai rim erapio-yer has 

tern.led him on 27-ft .Mlrii} iJlegally witliout any 

jniliiicalion. Thercfoib osiie is decided againsnlic worker 
and thewoikor i^-ioi e mi lied lo any idiaf. Award passed 
aocordmnJy. 

Lucknow 

5HR1KA.YJ JilJLKI A. Presiding Officer 
-i -fri 2dd7 

2119 .—j^TJlfii-a L >trrr fltimqR, L -747 [ 1947 
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S -J iiI’'U’: ^ vd? H'-il jW.'i' "^7 # 

tfitr. b 4isi'i L '. : irf faqrc: V,-r n Iq 
■^fanTTW/iTT -I'HI^'4 i|'-1!tv^ ^ tST^I ri&r 

lOdt^ioofO ^ yohrf^ 7 ifoyT ^, ^1 ^5-7-2007 
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New Delhi, ibe 5lh July, 2007 

111 9.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputed Act, 1947 (14 erf 1947), Ibe Central 
Government hereby publishes [be award (Rel. No. 100/ 
2006) ObUnl Gcvenmcrt hyrhwtrihl Trfh timl -mri-r jUaruir 
Court, l^rDBhlim ns shown in tbe Aitnemre in the 
Industrial Dispute htrween the emplcrirert in iekban to 
ibt rn i m g rm ent of Garrison Engineer and theirworkman, 
which wu received by ibe Central Government on 
>7-2037. 

[Nn. L44012m20TCMR (DU)1 
SUfifcNBRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNESUHE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVEKNMEKT INDUSIMAL 
THBUNALrCUM-lAQCIlW OOVKT. . 
EKN\KUAM 

FntBAi SHRf P, L, NORHEKLBJL, GLB, 
Pleading Officer 

(Thursday (he 28 lb day of June., 2007) 

(I, D. 10/20(7) of Labor* Court Ernflkulflm) 

Workman P-Manuj, 

SiHNitayiDL 

Tbodiyoor P.Q., Karuiugappally, 
KdfihnDiilrKt 

Adv.ShriT. Saji 

Management The Garrison Engineer E/M 

Naval Base, 

Cochin 

Adv. Shri K_ S. Dilip 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government index 
Section in(l)(rf} of Industrial Dispniss Act, 1947 for 
adjudicnliofL The reference i fl : 

'"Whether Uk demand of Sh, P L Mam] trom the 
nungeneninf Garis«i Engineer (E/M) MES. Naval 
Rase, PO Cochin for reinstatement and rtgulamfliiqip 
otJiii Service u j ost and &ir? If so, to what re lief is 
the vrorkman entitled ? 

3. Tbe warier elsinw to have been working as 
Generator Operator in Naval Base coutinuDualy since 
141995 Id 20-2-20(32. Hie m engaged throug h i contractor. 
But the contract was sham. When tbe winter demanded 
regulorisalinn and approached Central Administrative 
Tribunal die management terminated the service of the 
worker and similarly placed pcmni. Hence the industrial 
dispute was raised. He sects reinstatement and 
refubtisilion in Service. The management denies the 
employer-employee rdatioiisliip. According to them the 
worker w.is working under various ton Ir actors, The 
munggeinciit had no control over the worker His salary 
WAS paid by tbe cuzUnctar. The contractor was looking 

after the service conditions of woricei. The contractor 


supervised tbe work of the weaker and similarly placed 
persons. The question of continuous service In the 
iranBgcmeht does not Arise as ibe worker was employed 
by (he contractor. The worker is not entitled for 
reinstatement or regularisatiOh Or any Other relief, 

2, When the mailer came up for evufcnce the learned 
counsel appearing for the worker reported that ho had no 
instructions Earn bis party. The worker remind absent. 
Hence I find that there is no existing dispute- for 
adjudication. 

4. la the result, an award is passed finding that [be 
demand of Shri ?, Manoj tor reinstatement and 
ragvhripliHi is HI and (met. The worker is not entitled 
for any itbrL No uo&L The award will take effect one month 
after iis publication in the Official Gazette. 

(Dictated lo the Perm mil Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by nit ns this the 2fith 
day of June, 2007.) 

P. L NQRBEKT, PreskEi^ Officer 

AFTOJDTXlNa 
^ fterfl. j 2007 

RUSH 2120,—fkfltilpn, flftPrtR, 1947 ( L947 

14) *uff 17 ^ ^ 

^ Tracts' ^ TfflE lu'-i 3^ ■uiai J ^ 
3F£ki % dltilPrtt ^ *fidJI*l tlbhlt 

^tfNwttW^FT -UViM'i, SKHHfcNH pt "TTR (TtW TTW1 
105/2006) ^ Jt+lftW t r q^q *H*H ^ 3-7-2007 
^ W<T piT ^11 

[R Hjci-14012/80/2002-31^ 3F )J 

- ^ fffifj afqvit 

New Delhi, the 5th July, 2007 

8.0. 2120,—In pursuance of Sedidu 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Ibe Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 105/ 
2006) Central Government IndustrmJ Tribmol-Ciun-LhbOur 
Corut, Brnakut&m as shown ta the Anieuire in tha 
Industrial Dispute be (ween the employers in rtkUkff k> 
tbe nttuHgemeut of Gamsan Engmeer and theirwnrkmal, 
which was received by ibe Central Government on 
Q5D7-a»7. 

P+ t LC 4012iKV3X12-lR (DU)] 
SLIRENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
AhTffiXUS 

IN 1UE CENIRAL GOVERNMENT ffAMJSTRIAL 
TWBlINAIvCIThHABOlJR CXXUO; 
EKN4KL1AM 

Pnsflil: SllfU F. L, NORBEET', fiA, LLR, 
Presding Officer 

(Thursday the 28tbdayof June, 2007) 
LD,I«5/20M 
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Workman 


Mnoagcmifrit 


[I. L5..20fl3 of I ntawOnHl, Emaikiilajn') 

ran M. Mohan, 

MadhciwodhanprirfLin, 
Fumdud P.O., 

K unyaku in ari Dirt riel 

Adv.ShriT. Saji 

crmfrit The Garrison Efljpncw Eh'M 

Naval Rase, 

Cochin 

Adv.Shri K. S. Dilip 


AWARD 

This Is 3 reference made by Central Guimnitrt under 
Section L W'i} of Industrial Disputes Act, 1447 for 
adjudicaiit^i. TH referent* is.; 

"Whether line demand oftSh. M. Mohan horn Line 
inantejnKrn of Gmrrison Erigineer^BM) WES, Nav*l 
linsej PO Cochin foneinstHtcmeuI and legplHiisatioii 
of hif service is just and fair 7 If sc. to what relief ii 
the Workman cntilled ? 

2. Tt.c worker claims to have Hen working as Pump 
Operator Njvil Base cunlimiOusly since 1LN3-1 WT U> 
31 '1-3O02J lie was engaged through a contractor. But lIk 
conLruct was sham. When the worker demanded 
regnliuisjdon and approached Central Ad rain is t radve. 
Tribunal the management terminated (tie service of the 
worker and Similarly placed prisons. 1 fence (be indvSlTUl 
dispute was raised. He seels reinstatement and 
teguliiiisatjon in service. The management denies the 
employer-employee relationship. According to them the 
worker w^s working under various contractors. The 
JMfligfilrttbL had no control Over the worker. His Salary 
was paid hy the wruractor.The contractor was looking 
atier the service conditions of worker. The COrlraCIOr 
supervised il he work of the worker and similarly placed 
persons. The question of continuous service in the 
madageiDelLl does not arise as the worker was employed 
by rhe capfraclor. The worker Es not entitled for 
reinstetemflnl or regularisalion or any other relief. 

3. When the matter amt up for evidence the leaned 
counsel appearing for the workeroeporlEd thal he had no 
insuuctiofti front his party. TV worker remained absent 
llenCe i find that there is no enisling dispuLe fOT 
ndjwhcatiofi, 

4. I^ihe result, an award is passed finding (bar Ihe 
demand o|f Sbri M. Mohan'far reinstatement and 
ncgulwisatipn is ntd just and fair. The worker is apt entitled 
for any relief. No cost The award will take effect one month 
after its publication in the Official Gazede 

{Dieted to tite Personal Assislanh transcribed and 

typed by hifc corrected and passed hy me on this the 2ttth 
diiy of June, 2007.) 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


AtPEHDlX: Nil 


^ t^vT. 5 20Q7 

W.StT, 1121,- -aDtiTji^ fatne l£37 y 1447 

tt iaj turn n ^ aipppr awha rtfftni 

cVlHitJ. ^ ubtrar ^ T^i *lUttf ^ 

4^'lf'l* 4iyhK 

W (TRT1 

101/2006 } ^ l*=hiGid *n.ri) ^ lir iu-5;l«r TR9iI7 ^ 5- 7-2007 
oil uiyi ^ar ^tti 

14012/74t/2002 aflg 

qi?s ftre. 

New Delhi, the 5 Lh July. 21XJ7 
S.O. 2121.—In pursuance of Section 17 nf the 
industrial Dispute;- Act. l ( /4 7 114 of l447j, the Centre! 
Government hereby publishes the award fUef. Nu 107i 
20OGJ Central f rovernment 1 ndustrial Tii buna!-aim-Labour 
Courl, GmukuLum us- ;.huwn In the Anneaure in Lhe 
Industrial Dispute between the employers to rciarinn to 
ihe management of Gai i isnn Fjigi nee r and their workman, 
which was reCewtJ by iJk Central Goventnwiil OK 
S-7-2fm?. 

iN ( -..J r 14<ll^fi/2002-lli(Df;jj 
FI1JRFNDRA SINGH. Desk Officer 
ANNOiTIRE 

IN HIE CEVIHAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIHUNAIXTUM-LABOUR OtXJRT, 
FRNVKUTAM 

Pkfienl; SEIRf V. L. NOttDERT, D.A., LL.B-, 

. Presiding Officer 

(Thursday the 2£tb day of June. ZU07'i 
I. U.IE}3,2<»t 

(T, p. 1^:‘2flf>/: nf labour G^urt, Emakulam) 
Workman K. N. ^atheesh, 

K n: h a n La n gal athuch i r a, 
Cheramangabm, Ayilharu f .0., 
OifTihiihL 688539 

Adv hhri f. Sarji 

Managemenl lhe G arris u n lingmeer L/M 

Nuvai Base, 

Cochir, 

Ad'.', Shri K, S. Dilip 
AWARD 

Thii is LiiefenJUCL madehv Central Government under 
Section nSfilid) of Endustriat Disputes Act, 1^47 fur 
«dj udicfllion. The reference is: 

"Whether Lhe demiimtl of Sh. K.N. Saiheesh from the 
maungpinrail ul Gamacoi Engineer (EM) MES, Naval 
Base, PO Coeh in for reinstaliemciif and regidarisahon 
Of his ssrvkw isju^-l atld fylr 7 \f so, to what relief is 
■lhe workman entitled 7 

2. Jhe worker cliums lo .have been working as Pump 
Operator ia Naval Base continuously since Hl-7-l9^2 kh 
2(1-2-2002. He was engaged through a contraclor. BuL the 
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compel was sham. When the worker demanded 
regularaatkm and approached Central AdminisirtliYe 
Tribunal the management lenninatcd the rf iv 

worker a nd sdrndlnrly placed perserw, HirKt the indtntrial 
dispule was tiiwi. He Seeks rcinrtitcmenl and 
rcgularisarron in service. The management denies the 
employer-raEployee lelsIiniKhip. According in them the 
worker was working under various con tractors. The 
man src men I had no control over the worker. His salary 
was paid by the contractor. TV contractor was looking, 
afler the service conditione of worker. The contractor 
supervised the wtwk of the worker and similarly placed 
persons The question of continuous service in the 
management dtfcS not arise as Ehe worker was employed 
by the ,:yntractor. The worker i? not entitled for 
reinstatement nr regutarfsalinn or any olher relief. 

3. When Ihe matter came igr fur evidence the tamed 
counsel appearing for the worker reported thal he Jind no 
instructions from his party. The worker remained absent. 
Hence 1 find that there is no existing dispute for 
adjudication. 

4. In the result, an award is passed Ending that the 
demand of Stui K. N. Sadreesh for reinstatement and 
repiiarisation isnotjuSLand fair. The worker is not entitled 
for any relief No cost. The award will take effect ore month 
utter its publication in the Official Gmctti. 

Dictated In ihe Personal Assistant transcribed and 
typed hy her, corrected and passed by me on this the 2Rth 
duty of June, 2007. 

P. L NOSRFIIT, Presiding Ufficcr 
APPENDIX; Nil 

^ kcvi'i, 5 -^eiii, 1 007 

W W. 1122 ,—1^14 flfVtpjqq. |qq? ( ]tj47 
^I 14 J Hft URT 17^ STJHfoT 3, TR^TT ^ 
Slfar # Wlcf^ ^ f^ta^if 3^7 T^i ^ 

a^Piarfeqpj^^ENrTrraiR ateitfliqr 
■JifiTFTni^ T^mrsTr, ^ tfgis Tram 

95/200fl} hd r ^l ^4-7-2007 

45f Tra ^3iT HI | 

' t^iM-isoEL/ysynotH ^arc^-u)] 

Tf^ 

New Delhi, the 5th July, 3007 

S.O. 2122,—In pursuance of seeiion 17 of the 
IndusLrin. Disputes Act, 194? (14 of 1947>, the Central 
ffnverruveut hereby publishes the Award (Kef. No. 95/ 
200bk of Ihe Ccniralfiovertvitienl Industrial'Ikibunal-cum- 
Labcur Court, FknakuJiim as shown in the Anncxure inihe 
Ihduslria. Dispute between [he management nf Union 
Bank of I: id in and Iherr workmen, received by Ihe Central 
OovummmL on 4-7-2007. 

[No. L-120! [/7fV3n02-1R{B-D>] 
HAJLNDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 


aNwxurk 

IN THE CENTRAL CJDVEHNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TMBLINAL-CT IMd ABOUR COURT. 
tHNAKllAM 

Preseol; SHRIP L NUKBEHT, BvA^ l-TDlL, 
Presiding OriVi?r 

(Monday the 25th day ofJra^ I0Q7| 

LD. No. »5 nr 20*6 

(1. D. No. 15/2flfl(2-nf I a hour Ckhirk bnntolain) 
Workman: The General Secretary, 

Unkfo Bank of India EnqjJnyees Union, 
TC.VJTtk ERA'S, F4arpg^no\ifa Lade, 
T. K.Divakman Read, Mottsda (POk 
I' h rrn vana nt bapuram 

Adv. Shri .Ash ok R r Shenoy. 

Mat rage mem: TV Chairman and Manning Director, 

Union Hank of India, 

239, V hJ bra fihawan Marg, 

Nariman Point, Mumhai-dnOfEI 
Adv, Shri A.S.P. Kemp 
AWARD 

This is a rclntat made by Central Government under 
Section 10(1X4’) of Industrial Disputes, AcL, 1947 for 
adjudka[iotL The reference is: 

“Whedkrlhe action of Mta Union Bank of India in 

dismissing Shii PA_ Hiacfcn justifiable Or jasl and 

proper ? If not, whaL rebefthe workman is end lied 

tor 

2. TV facts oflhe case in brief arc as follows:— 

TV workman in this case was employed ir Union 

Bank of India Staff Training Centre aL Alnva as Carelaker- 
cnm-Warchmiin. White so, on the allegation that he altered 
figures of oasb amounts in the Telephone Registers 
regarding STD Facility availed by [he participants in the 
training programme as well as altered dales in Cheek rin 
and Check-out Registers of participants, with a view to 
misappropriate money, a eh;irge sheet was issued to Ehe 
C2SE and an enquiry was conducted. He was found guilty 
of the diargcs and wjj dismissed from service. He filed an 
appeal, but did not succeed. Therefore he raised an 
industrial dispute through union. According to the union 
the enquiry w^s not Conducted in a fair manner. TV 
Erapiiiy Officer was biased, I It did not fullow the pmcedme 
of enquiry and did not comply with prinelp^it of natural 
justice. JV findings are perverse as they are not Supported 
by enough materials. TV punishment imposed is harsh. 
TV Discplinary Authority did nth taka info cons id* fid i Oil 
the eircruiating cine urns lances. Ihe Bnquiry Ufficer hdmsdf 
acted as the Disciplinary Authority and-impoied 
punishment violating the provisions Ol Bipartite SeUlemeuL 

3. Aeccrdinjt lo die inanstgetnaiL, ihe enquiry is in 
no way irregular tw findings perverse. The Enquiry Officer 
has conducted a lair enquiry complying with the principles 
of natural justice. He did liOl entertain any prejudice nr 
indulged in a biased attitude. The workman wus given ample 
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opportunity UJ irfcnd lhe case. TbcErujniry Officer himself 
was Disciplinary Authority and the puniibmenl 
imposed cunanenxurate with thegravilycf (he misconduct 
The finding art based on material! an record. No 
mlnfcfeax |n lhe matin uf finding* or paftishmanl, is 
warranted. 

4. Sirtc ihc validity of enquiry was questioned by 
the uniun a dielimmary bsik wafi raised and that aspect 
was co r aide it d preliminarily and found that there is no 
infirmity or jLipmprieiy La die procedure followed by tbe 
Enquiry Offifcr add the domestic enquiry is valid. What 
remains to ha eimsidcitd arc: 

LU Wjielher the linduigi air perverse V 

(2] Is (he punishment proper ? 

Jhe evidence conafcls of the Oral lestimony of MW 1 
(Enquiry Officer > and documentary evidence of ti Ml 
enquiry Ale. i 

5. PofrtNo-itU: 

Tbe djargc-flhcct contains the allegations tbat Shri 
l 1 .A. Chackd while holding tbe pOSl of Carelakc r-enm- 
Wiilcbmaa la rape red wiLh Lite records of the institution 
with a view fn enrich himself and the ad of the workman 
amounted Lo misconduct of acting prejudicial lo the interest 
of the bant, fp Kli tig within Tl arise 19.5 fj) and breach of any 
rule of husinf:sa of Ebe bank or instructions for the numbs 
oTauy department, falliiigwTjlim Clause 19,1 (d) of Bipartite 
SetHemcnl. The learned counsel for the union submits Lhal 
the 2nd chmte will rrol a Land as lIk management has not 
pointed out ^hicb rule or instruction of (he man* gen teat 
was violated by the workman. Clause 19.7(d) ia a minor 
misconduct. IThe management has not been able 10 point 
Pul w hai is tl e basis for lha 2nd charge. As rightly pc rated 
uul by the le trued counsel ftnUie union the management 
has no I been able to ahuw violation of any rule or 
instruction. for [he alleged misconduct of lampering wiLh 
records he ife charged for a major mbscOntdoP- It is not 
pointed out hat said the misconduct of tampering with 
records will amount tn violation of any rule. Since llte 
minagemeU has nth substantiated the 2nd charge and Ihe 
Enquiry Off ttr hiw nof dealt with it indepertdendy of the 
I at charge, Jhe finding regarding 2nd charge cannot be 
sustained. 

6. I'bfc 1st charge is regarding tempering with 
Telephone Register and lad^in^indBtnniit^ Register. 
The telephone call charges actually revived and recorded 
in the Telephone Register was altered subsequently. 
Similarly, inihc I edging and Boarding Regia ter the theck 
in and ctecjJ nut dales ore altered m Order to include more 
days than adtuai. Catering bills are prepared on the basis 
of [be. entriias in the Register. Thus hfghcr amounts were 
received hyj catering contractor from lhe management. 
Tbe specific & Lie gat km against the workman is that on 
L4-S-2000 tifo entries in Telephone Reggie r (lixt, MEX-2 in 
E>:t, Mlywefe altered- Serial Nos. ID and J 3 of the entries 
dated 14-8-2JD0Q of Telephone Register is said to contain 
the altcralin^. Tbe telephone charges actually recovered 


from one Sutesh Komar was Rs. 58.75. ThaL was corrected 
to Rs. 53.75. As per SI. No. 13 the actual amount received 
by the Caretaker was Rs. 37.50 but was altered to Rs. 22.50. 
On 15‘S- 2000 one of the telephone charges received by the 
Caretaker was not recorded in the register and lhe amount 
iflR.-L3R.75. ErtL MEX-3 corapiiler print out of call tariff 
Shows the actual charge* of telephone calls. JEjiI . MFX-6 ifl 
the report of HusLel Warden submitted to Chief Manager 
of lhe Rank. He reported abom the alterations in the 
Telephone Register. Frit. MEX-4 is a letter written io one 
Lihuliani, anofikur ul" i lt+: management in Delhi enquiring 
about the U*C of STD facility while a [Lending training in 
the Staff Training Uenlre, Aluva. By Put. MEX-5 {2) be 
replied that he had made an STD rail on 15-8-2000 from 
Staff Training CeiiLre. Aluva and he had paid Ks.38.75 
toward STD call charges Uj Lhe Caretaker. The entries of 
14-6-2000 art made in tbe handwriting of tbe workman 
according lu MW1, Hie Hosrcl Warden. 

7. Pages 130 anti HO of lodging and Boarding 
Register contain the deputed entriefl. As per Si. Mu. 5 lhe 
dale nf arrival uf the Lrair.ee participant is 14-12-L999 and 
the dale of departure is 22-12-19U!). As per SI. No. Iti tire 
dale Of arrival is 15-12-1999 and departure is 22- 12-19££. 
The dates of departure uf built participants arc seer 
corrected. Avoiding 10 [he managcmctil these were only 
Lwo uf several instances. F.sl. MEX-6 is a report with u 
statement of details ul u I lerai Lon* and excess payments to 
canteen conirtero:. F.*r. MFX-ii is prepared by tbe llu&lel 
Warden Ext. MLX-7(1) Lsa Idler uf the canteen contractor 
admitting that for abouL 4 months Caretaker Chacko had 
been altering the dates of arrival (to early dates) and 
departure (to later daces! in Lhe Lodging and Boarding 
Register anti raising I nil!* for higher amounts than the actual. 
The workman had iha-rad ilia excess amounts wilh lhe 
contractor. He expressed regrets for the la]iscs on his pan 
and he promised 1C Ite honest in future. 

8. But lhe teamed counsel for the union argued that 
there is no post of Caretaker in Lhe bunk- He points out the 
pusls Ofcnlioued in Parl-M of Appendix' B’ aT t sL flipariitt 
Statement ("Bipartite Settlements' by I l.P.J , Kapoor, 12lh 
bdiliunL pages 89 and 9tV|. Among subordinate staff there 
is no post of "Caretaker'. Therefore the learned counsel 
contends Ihat ir was nol lhe duty of the workman 10 
maintain the Telephone Register and Lodging am) Boarding 
Register, lbere is no record to show that he was assigned 
that duty by the management. The 2nd argument is that 
the workman WuS generally having night duty and entries 
Said [0 bac-e been altered in lhe Telephone Register a^w«|| 
as Lodging and Boarding Kegisteri. were recorded during 
day while someone else was on duty. 

9. Regarding the duty of Caretaker, Appendiv L B’, 
Part-11 of L st Bipartite Settlement referred by lhe teamed 
counsel for the union docs noL actually mention all ihe 
pOsls. in hanks, hu: only those posts and duties which 
carry special allowance. This can Ik seen from Che opening 
paragraph u f Appendix' R'. 
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‘’Special Allaninw Duties 

Hit following last docs nnt include Hie routine duties 
of : Ik cadre (cleiicalAubordiiLate) which a workman 
normally has to perform, but merely enumerates those 
speciaG duties which if performed in aekiiiion to lhe mutine 
( 11 , i lies will eulilie Ihe workman Id a special allowance un 
Ihe terms and corefrtions pnrvirkd in Chapter V.” 

JO. I[ is in evidence lha| prrespeclive h.T lhe pml or 
designation, the workman w;ls entrusted with iIk duly of 
ntainleniince of Telephone Register and ljndging and 
Boarding Register wlKneverhe was on duLy Jn ihe Ifustel. 
He had written (he Registers whenever he was on duty. 
Exls. MtXs-9 to 40. Daily Catering Slarcmenls were 
prepared by (hf: workman Jit his handwriting and cheeked 
try wiirden. The disputed entries in the lodging and 
Roandir^j Register are in Ihe lian:Lwriiin|i of Hk workman 
according lo MW 1. Thus Ehe workman wps performing 
the duty if Caretaker. 

1 ] ll is true lha( Ihe disputed enn ies were ficsL 
recorded during day. Bui the allegation is ihai records 
were I am pe red and figures were altered. This, as righlly 
pointed nut by ihe learned counsel for the management, 
can be dime at any point of lime and no! necessarily aL Lhe 
time of aeiual rewinding. ll is mute so when the figures are 
corrected which is a subsequent act. If the workman was 
on duLy he could have wrilren whatever aniounl he wanted 
tn write Ihap ihe Jicluai, without wailing to alter it 
subsequently. Therefore the correetion would have been 
e&rr ied 111 <ira Iterations would have been made subsequent 

10 llie original recording. Th is could he (loot later while 
the workman was on duLy. Therefore there is no force in 
I he t ontemion of the learned counsel for l Ik workman. 

12. The actual telephone charges tan he seenfrum 
Ihe prim i>n i receipts lisL. MliX-3. Chi a enmparisnn nfExt. 
MEX-Z Telephone Register wjih M EX-3 prinL ouL receipts 
Che alleged alteration can be detected. The admission of 
carci iug timiricLor in Exl. MEX-7 (L j pins him down to the 
dtarge ol tampering with Ihe r«rwd5- However I he learned 
counsel for the workman submits that tbe very same 
CcntracLorhasrebuUcd rbatposition by Fir. DEXnileiter- 

11 was written on 2Ci-12-21X1(1, four Tubnlhs after Eat. MbX- 
7( l> and addressed IP Lhe luauagemenl. The contents of 
Lhe letter is that he had written Ext. MEX-7(1) un a fervent 
hope than lhe management would on I create any problem 
In the contract arrangement and lhat ht Imd noi intended 
lo furnish evidence agaLnsL the workman Now [bat (he 
cun Iran is terminated he would clarify Lhal whatever is 
there in F * i. M LiX.-7(_l_J is not true, fin it is self cvidcnl from 
Fxt. I JEiX-2 that whait prompted him to retract from his earlier 
Statemem is lhe action of management in terminating bis 
contract. The/iiBL version is lhe earliicsl one in time and is 
supposed to contain the truth. The sn^rsequenl version is 
an alterth ought and a retaliation for having termini ted bis 
contract. It is also relevant to note that there was no 
objection while Ext. MEX-7( 1) was marked during enquiry 
snd lhe defence had nrUpui any question io the wimesses 
MW-1 &2 regarding Nils ielter. The learned counsel for 
the Liticvr atguR that' both MEX-7(1) and DEX-2 were 


mariced withovt ohjection and therefore they have List same 
footing and evidentiary value. iL is Irue (hat horh statements 
were marked similarly. Hul they do not command the same 
credibility because of Ihe ciTcumStauefifi under which Ihcy 
were written and I haye explained Ihe oncuidstanees co 
prefer One 10 lhe Other, The contractor had received an 
excess amount of Rs. G,h6U which was ordered 10 h$ 
recovered as per endorBcmcLtl in Ext. ME X- 8 catering hill. 
I he worker bait a grievance (hal tbe canteen oonLraclur 
was not examined. iiul inline light of MFX-7(I) it was oof 
necessary for rhe mana^menl to examine him. Jbe workman 
was free lo summon him and e Kamine h im on his side Ef he 
wanted. Al any rate that will not miLigiUe the gravity of (he 
charge. The Enquiry Officer las rightly found the workman 
guilty of the 1 st charge, acting prejudicial DO Lhe interest of 
iI k hank and thal docs not require any interference, 
Huwever I hnvc found rhat the findings regard rag. 2nd 
charge cannot be sustained 

13- Point Nn.(21t 

The punishment im|Kiscd is dismissal. Enquiry 
Officer himself imposed pudishmenl after hearing the 
woikrmn, The authority of Enquiry LH'fker Lo impose 
punbtnuerrl is challenged by I Ik union. According to the 
union lhe Enquiry Officer was appoinied only to conduct 
an enquiry. He was no! empowered to ussuok Ihe power of 
Disciplinary Autburily. The charge-sheer shows that the 
management had appointed another Disciplinary Authority, 
Sbri P.B. Baskar Reddy, Manager (l 3 >. Nodal keginnat 
Office, FmakulHin for enquiry. BuL accocdiiig 10 lhe learircd 
counsel For (he union lhe Enquiry Officer is not a 
Disciplinary Audi or tty sn far as tbe workman is concerned 
He poinls uul Circular No. 2309 dated 2S-5-iy8T lls 
schedule coulains Lire details of establishment where tbe 
Staff is working, their Disciplinary AolhoriLy and llte 
Appellate Aulhority. Rage 7£ of i he ci rcular eonccrns the 
workman. He was working in StaHTrainpng CenUc, Alova. 
Among the Disciplinary Authorities of Staff Training 
Centre lhe Personnel OftiCfiT is S Disciplinary Authority. 
As per charge-sheet (he Enquiry Officer is Manager 
(Personnel), Nodal Regional Office, Emokulam. HvL tlu 
learned counsel pointed out (he statement of Enquiry 
Officer (MW 1) in^mirt. In (he cross-exaimimliou he had 
said thal he Was middle managemenl grade, seale-llal the 
lima of enquiry. Therefore the teamed counsel argues that 
Lhe Enquiry Officer is noi a Disciplinary AuLhorily fullii 
within llte schedule of lhe circular referred supra. Bui ir is 
to be noted that the middle rrmitagerrieni grade, scale-li is 
a grade and not a designation Or posi. Whereas his 
designai ion is mentioned in the cluirge-slKei ;ls Personnel 
Officer, (bat is r Manage rfl^riflnoeiy, Nodal Reghtud OfEce, 
Erttakolaru. Therefore, he squarely falls within lhe schedule- 
of Ddscipliitary Aulhority. Again the learned counsel 
sobmiLs that as per charge-sheet he was appointed only as 
Enquiry Officer. According to the learned counsel unless 
I Ik lUuuagemant had empowered him specifically In act as 
Disciplinary AuLhorily, lhe Enquiry Officer cannot play 
lhe dual role ofFoquiry Officer and Disdplinmy Authnriry. 


31^1 Glriiw?—13 
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J 1 i'jut. iInf >uhto ij^k'ii i*- rn>1 correct. As per Lhe eharpc- 
sLisji: 1 annhei Disciplinary AulhoriLy v.Tib upposnkd In 
omul net l^l- enquiry. Hy jnenrionitig rhal the enquiry svLLL 
fcs; ^ondiriled by niiolher Disciplinary Amhoritv, the 
maagLnlui I had inreinted rhar Ihe F.nquiry Officer shall 
act also aa Disciplinary Authority. OLbcrwise I h^Tv w:ts mi 
meed Lo mention I hat 'another disciplinary auLhOfik w^s. 
;Lpp.nr|Liv| I knee | liud 11 ■;■[ Lllij Ffu^liiry Officer Jr also Ihe 
Disciplinary Authnri Ly concerning the workman and iL was 
WLLhin his powers lu propose punishment. hunT Mil 
delinquent and iinp">:=L punishment. 

14 , U ^L'-n :h-.j; sulimiUfd Iba: Ihe punishment 
irii|i'.■’.L '.l i-. harsh ami ..jtecssive. Tlhe punishment is 
drymrs'jjil Hu- karneti cnntitel lor Hit nowju shIhn its Mint 
excvpL forkhe alleged misooiuhKl. the wnrknL’m hiit-u clean 
pawl itcliOi:! No disciplinary action was taler prior loLbis 
incident. 1 -'o doubt. MW2 has admined Ihut he was sudstud 
v.-iLh [lie | ltI iTTjnaEieu, ttcliiL^icniT and eharaeici barring lire 
alleged L^cidenl Dut Ihe alleged incLdmii in itm a soliudry 
iiLSance. ITclias leer coni inning the tampering oi rct'crds 
for four rionlhs. Had noL Lbe wardendelected it. tie would 
have am iiiucd rhe fraud. The workman, an es-mililory 
Ijcruonnc , is su ppesed 1 n Ihj a disciplined person, f onLray 
lo tbe euptclaLiuns of Ihe raaDawrEDHil 1*: acted LlhhimestLy. 
The man agcmciiE can nor repose confidence in such a 
person adymorc. He is said lobe Ihe sole bread winner nl 
rhe family. Rur rltal can not be we ighed wirh ihe eruvhy of 
the mi&u inducl. lie is nil tJt-ioj Limry jfcjrsnnneJ ^citing 
jrension. None of the ciicnnsretanecs mentioned above can 
be eiten^atinj: in case of mKiippiMprUui w-' I lierclorc jlh 
interfereicc wilh Lbe punishment is wanac Hw.H- 

t ?J in LhcTesulL. an award is parsed liuding diiU '.he 
!*cli<*t (>l jli(! rnan?££n>crii in dismissing, the workman, Ebri 
P.A. Oiiiko irom serv-Ru: improper and ^lsi i I'rcd and he is 
mot entitjed for any relief. The parties will yufkr thei 1 
cesfreui^: Thu award will late cffecL one mraiLh 

after Its mrbELcatlon in Ihe Official GawLLe. 

DLttared ro the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
lyped try |ier. enrTcckd mid paSsdl by me on tins ihe loth 
day of Jujic, 2f)t')7. 

I'. I.NOHRliRT, Presiding Officer 
ATI’F.NDIX 
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S^O- H71-- In |in 1 sLuj'LLv iirf Scclion l 7 m' lIll 
1 ihdiis:ri;il Disputen Acl. l ( /4 7 U-l n] 1'J47T ihe t’emrul 
GsTvcrnmcn. Jicre-ln tmhlisliL the award [i?.ef. Ho. ?i J 1 
^MQHjof tiicT.ciiLiaH’Oicrnincnl Endustrial rrilumal-curt- 
J nlxmr f nur'.. \n. 1. i hiditdinarh as shown in ihr AjiiKtcurc 
in Lbe industrial disjnis V|wls:|i the employers In rrhlion 
;o Ihe managerncii: oi New Trtdia .Astumn^' f'jompanv 
I i in i Led and th: ir werkm^n. *1 ml Il was icceivcd by the 
f enl 1 aL l rOVEf mi ten I ^ —-7-^tXT 7 , 

INti.i i7nt.^fB-[k(ii-iri| 
^SIINIll H KUMAR. Desk OUrcer 

BtEFOW^'- TTTV. tT’TJ'L'KA]. GOVERNMENT 
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Hu^Mfurnl <Hi iR-4-1 ditlH, 

]>ak nCDi-Ji'.iofi 1 4 .'ini ;■. 

Vifay Kumar Goyal. Lx-Assi^Uun nt'Lhc Office oflhe Nuw 
1 1 id l;j A^sm ance C ompiiny. 1: lI . San^ui 
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tvrswy 

I 111 f itai rman-Cuni-Mur^igiEg I breciot. rhe New India 
AsMiTanLM (in. 1.1 J.. $7, VahaLma Cannilii knad. Fori, 
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"WllCLlirr -JClion nf ManageJlifiLlI of New India 
AatursntL f m. In lermiualing servicrsnifShri V.K. 
Goyal. .Arsis:nnL. w.e.J 6-7 withnnt followiiiE 
pro-isnirit- m Imlusli ial DispuLus Asl ts le£3l and 
jusliliL.il. If j-ni. :e wbaL relief Lhe workman iscntiLlcd 
to? 
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Viie reference was received Ln 3 h i k Tribunal 
whereupon the notices were issued to ih* parties who 
appeared through their Counsel. The workman filed his 
Tlfcajcn SialeraenL, the Management their Wi then Smertient. 
Ihe wijrkman filed rcpdicaiirm. The parlies also placed on 
Tecord the documcuti aid led Lbeoral evidence in support 
ctf their claims, The workman filed bis affidavit dated 2nd 
.limuary, 1956 comprising of 28 pages. He abo filed his 
idditional affidavit daled 15th August, 1998, revised 
tddirionaL affidavii dated Zlst October, 1955, counter 
affidai i] dalerl 13th May, 20(13, Affidavil of Nauru I a tHim 
■Joyal datctl 9th Dec., 1958, and two affidavits of Bhagwat 
3an>0p Goyal dated 5th Dec., 159fl. TTie Management Tiled 
Ire rwvj affidavits of Messrs. Dr Maheshwari 1 >uLL and 
V.K. Sipgji. The parties have also placed on recurd a number 
of documents, In support of his claim, rite workman 
ipprarsd as a witness and also examined Shri Harprccl 
oingfli whereas the Manag^nnem produced Dr. Mahestrwari 
Hull besides V.K. Singla us Lheir witnesses. 

The c laim of the workman is that he was appointed 
is Assistant widi Lhe Management Company or 5th 
November, 1981 and was posted io its Branch ;q Sfingrur 
Where he worked continuously up to blh March, 19S5, when 
:iis services were terminated wilhonl assigning any reason. 
That he had made n representation dated 18th Feb., 19S5 
and aubttiilted Lhe same under Registered Tost on 
19th Feb., 1985, IP Lhe Chairman cum Managing Director 
ul legjng lhat Officiating Branch Manager Dr. Maheshwari 
'3uu has threatened him of lamruiing his services. Irritated 
by dial representation (he Branch Manager directed him to 
liand ove T Lbe charge but refund logive him lire receipt. 
FHespite the said devetOpmedl he continued working on 
Ihc said port vpio 5Lh March, 19E5 when again lie was 
again directed to hand over the charge with the threai ihsl 
otherwise the locks of The Aloiirahs and thaL of cable in his 
use Witl he broker]. Id that situation the workman 
approached 8HO Police Station, Suiigrur, by a written 
(complaint. Thereupon Ihe police restrained the Branch 
Manager from doing such an ad and the COmpJainL was 
registered outith March, 19S5. With the intervention of tiu 
jwlicc, the change was handed aver to rhe Shri Dull, tire 
official ii|g Manager but be was aim asked not Io enter Ihe 
lirenras thereafter. He had informed the Branch Manager 
fts well S updl. of Police Sangrur about the unbecoming 
l^haviof of the Branch Manager by letter tilled 5 Lh March, 
1985 sent under R/C- The Management did not take any 
sdljoil. Thereupon be approached Ihe authorities under 
ihe 3.13. Act, 1941. io he referred to for brevity as <l Acf n 
claiming ih U Ihe disengagetnent of the workman wm in 
violation of provisions of 5cction-25-F of the Ad- The 
Managcmtiil neither ofJcred nor paid the compensation Io 
Lhe workman. Thfy also Teludncd the juniors of the workman 
i o Service ai d also made fresh nccruitmt mts without calling 
Ihe workmEJi for employment, He was also entiLled for 
r&g uEariialhiu sdnoe he had put in service of more than 240 


days. Ihe Management having not taken any action on 
his request for three years, followed unfair labour practice; 
that [lie services of iht wutkmau were lerminuLed in 
compliance of the instruction^ of the divisional Manager, 
issued from time to time, such aa dated 2bib March, L985 
and 4th April, 1985- The workman Jil ihc end has prayed fur 
his leinstulemenL with nmlinuiLy of tzrvicc, full back wages 
besides other cors*iquentii]J benefits and interest on Lhe 
amount found due aL the rate of 18% p.a. The claim of the 
workman has been opposed by the Management. They 
havclaken three preliminary objections IO ihc 
uiiunlainability of the daim stating that since the workman 
had abandoned the service it his w III, ihcrefnrc, ihe pre$«ni 
matter is net a dispaic as defined by Section 2-A of Ihe 
Act- Thai ihe workman wus engaged by the Management 
purely on temporary and daily wuges hasf> us Slop gsp 
ariangcniem. I k was also engaged tt> do temporary jobs 
till [lie jienraner.i ernpluyee jotned. The enpgement of ihc 
workman being temporary and on daily wages could not 
confer any ligbi on him So as to claim employment in the 
Company, liven otherwise when the stand taken by the 
workman and that by the Management are different and 
varied, there ib re, the reference is noi Wahl la in able 

On merits it is submitted by Ihc Management dial 
i he workman was nut appointed as the Assistant on regular 
basis. His engagement was purely temporary md on daily 
wage, for doing derkal work fur which he was^paid on 
daily wages for the days he served- The Management diu 
not terminate his services as rs daimcd ml her ihe workman 
himself did uoi lum irp after 25 th Feb., 1985. The workman 
has cocked up the slnry in the riaim Statement whereas JKi 
such lh ing haltered during IfauL period. They have further 
denied I ha I the workman had approached the Management 
agsinsL his wrong full termination or that the Management 
had terminated his services. T|>ev Have also denied having 
violated tbc provisions nf Ihc Act. Ac cord inyt to them since 
Che workman had himsetf abandoned rha job, (btrefort, 
the question of viijlai iun of Senion 25-F of Ihe Ad did not 
arise. The Managemerl has also denied that any junior of 
the workman is working wiLh the company. Since the 
engagement of the workman was purely temporary. 
Lberefoie. the question of his regularization after putting in 
240 days service did not arise. The Maftagemenl also did 
uOI follow unfair labour practice. They have claimed that 
the workman ts gainfully engaged. It is iheir prayer that the 
claim of tbc workman may lie dismissed. 

The workman filed replica tin n after the filing of the 
Writrcu SulemenL by Ihe Management. He re: I era ted the 
i':w,1s idTcady stated by bim in the Claim Statement and 
alleged that the Management has coined a new excuse to 
gel rid i>f ihe workman. He denied lhal he bad abandunrd 
the job from 2Slh Feb.. 1985, as is claimed by Ihe 
Management He further denied that the engagement nf 
the workman was in emergen] circumstances slating that 
whal liutighl nf emergenry was that when the workman 




4SHJ 


ll—6 fc. .^iY 


THL tiAZLTl'L Ol 1 ' INDIA: JU1Y 2fi, aWT.^R^VANA 


was aliuwecl 
years. He c 
continuous! 
]jkeo over 
fort her elm 
the Maitagi 
ss Ass.Hscii.nri 
ww Assisi 
Kulbhtisbanl 
had put in 
were teimin 
25-Fofthc 


ftmn 

nled 


[Ci carry on with his job Tor quarter pnSt three 
(aimed Ihal be bad served the Ma [moment 
uplo 5lh March, 1935 and due charge was 
him by force and against his wishes. He 
! char ai lire lime of tcrminaiing his services 
nr had retained Mr. Haifabajan Singh, posted 
in dip Sangrur Branch. They also recruited 
trs nanieJy lliirpreet Singh f Mias KalawatL, 
Sacbdeva and others, According to hi™ lie 
ijfc [bad 240 days service when bin services 
^trd without fcUnwirig the provisiiine of Sreliun 
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Act. 


The workman appeared hs a witness twfoe. lie firSI 
appeared usjii wiirxsi, on 19th Sep., 2002 and proved his 
idUdavils daied 2ndJammEy and Z6Ut Cfci, 1Rsthibii W- 
6? mid W-6 fl. His subsequent statement wus recorded nn 
20(h July. 2004 Bv Ills statement, besides the affidavits 
referred to airlier, be proved his 3rd affidavit duled li'lh 
May, 2D0O and the doeuimcnts sneb as application, postal 
receipt cil;:-. 1 Link nowled^mem and UPC of the same date, 
representable: to SH(J dated 5lh March, 1 [ >S5 und letter of 
■ be Same dale- Senl tu Chiunaiul-Cum- Managing Director 
ondtr poslalJeceipL and achnowledBemenl dned dtli March, 
i y dfi, copy JfDDR dated OLti March, lySS. teller dated 7 lIs 
M arch, 19^4- UPC d&led 5th March, I9F55, IcticT daled L5th 
March, 193^ UPC letlcrdalcd 14th April, 1985 and number 
of OLhcr dofurtia ni.s as detailed in his stale me nt. These 
documents |eie taken on record Subject 10 ll« objceiion 
of the Management. He further staled that after Lbe 
termination (if his services he remained idle, unemployed 
inLLy dependent upon his father and brother. In ctus& j 
examinaduq he admitted that he was engaged on daily 
wages huL tjerded Lbul be was engaged only to clear Ihe 
back log. H^ further denied Ehat be bad abandoned the job 
;otd had rol jmrried up for work aftet 25th Feb.. 19fi5. He 
admitted [hit be was paid wages for the [lays he worked 
and staled that he had handed over Ihe charge to Dr. 
Mahcshwar [Oott. under protest in presence of the Folice, 
He fnnhet admitted that the charge was also handed over 
by ftajan SingJa in Lbe same manner, Bm denied the 
knowledge that the post had been advertised. He further 
denied that t^c Management had offered him tlx job wUiOul 
back wage^ bul udmilLed I bat he had signed all the 
proceeding situ; fore ALC on Bth August, 196& i le cJidm^d 
Lb lit Lbe Labour Inspector bud dial la IK d the Management 
but denied mm it was done on a holiday. The workman 
also producer Shri Harpreeet Singh of Union fank of 1 inlia, 
SsrighLT asl witness who stated that the New India 
Assurance C|n. Sartgrurhad opened Account No, CD 2024 
orsd that W-v and W-S were Ae depositing $1 ipR of drafts 
deposited whereas W-9 to W-26 were Ihe cheques issued 
in make painsem Ip the employee!! and those cheques 
were Issued ytom the cheque book issued by item and rltal 
W-7 to W-2(b are photo COpdfiS whereas W-27 is the copy 
of the stateifieni of Account. 


The Managcrr.enl produced Dr. Maheshwar Dim as 
theiT witness who was examined iwice, (hat Ls. on 4th 
November, 2014 and Liltli October. 2(K15. Dr. Dull by 3iis 
sLnlemetU proved hi:-, affalaviLS dated 25rh January. And 
7th April, UCXD-. t'skihn M-A and M-B. When C."toss- 
examined he stated lhar he had joined ihe Sangrur Branch 
on 1st May, 1962: '.hm ihe wniknim was engaged to clear 
the back lag of thr new Drunch and wiik working in that 
Branch when he (witness! joined. He furl her sialed thaL in 
the absence of Brunch Munaggv he was officiating as 
Branch Manager and that on 6th March, llfliS dx wurkinar 
had taindeii^v^rshc charge to hi m in the presence ofFohce. 
one Trade Union leader and Dr. Mffhan Singh Adm. Oflicti 
for which documcn: W-f:2 w as eieniled. He [leilied Ih^r 
Ihe workman hud relinqu'vbvd "ht: diarge under prntcsl. 
He further scaled rbu: ibe c ocurne'U w (*! was prcpaied by 
him aodihereafccr he hid signed Ihereon. Fie [-lairnKd ika: 
Ihe JaLer par! ol Ihe Jor.n-iem was mot there at the time he 
had signed ir and i: seems :hsrths:part wusadded Inler on. 
IFe Henkvd tht. s-.iggas :ii ■ =; lI iai clinic of the docutnenl W- 
62 waaprepared Ln hisprr^riL^ FEe sltowcd his inability !0 
Ivavc brought the original of Lbe document saying thsi il'S 
same was rroL provide J :u bLm by Hie oooosrncd Regional 
Manager, buL be had kept jl copy thereof in Hls recaird. He 
further rsta ted that since Lhe original writing has been made 
btlnw Ihe curbu-JL cCp; uf ihf documents, therefore, it 
nirpepr^ ilmt the documents was forged by Lhe workman 
later on. Admiclini; Nik -,iijriaiiLrcs *o W-t and the same 
being in his horn! he sLuled :bot Ifc'W .1.-42 eomained his 
SLgnaLures. I Is admireri il'at lie l:ad forwarded the noticr- 
dated 14th of March. L ; ?t>5 lo h:s next higher office: and 
admiued Lhar exhibits 5i:. 42 and 4j conlam his signaitiTas. 
lie fonlier admined that cheques exhibits W-2 io W 2h 
bear bis signaLiires ans' ll^e siroe were prepared by Ihe 
workinaons [^r M il vol bn .its placed on record and markml 
4 <o 46. AdmLlling i'njit. he waasiLiuoioncd by the FolLce on 
the complainl of Ihe workn’iin. lie Mated that FjrhLbLl 3,'L ] 
COdtiiiiF Itis sigoatiLtes. but denied the knowledge [hai lie 
had received Lhe leLLer with AD WW-3/11. He further 
admitted ilia: he was a witness lo documents J. ; 14 h J-'27 
arid had forwarded lbe dee ii moms to 3/2S. He lurther 

admitted lhar The 1 ahour InspecloT had uhiilJaded him as 
Incliarge Manager and the court hart fined Mm. He farther 
stated tbal the workman wau si'rirtg i n the office when hr 
was ehallaned. He denied Lhiil hv htwl prepared W-3/6R to 
Vi-Obi Lind slated thai F x hi h i .J..-73 contflin his sigpattiresi 
and Lbul WW ?. - 74 is prepared by him. lie detiieil his 
signature on 3/75 un J sttited I ha I as pe r h is informarion the 
workman was gainfully engaged buL be hifo np| vciificd 
lhat personally. He Lcrther denied that any order oJ 
termination of rfruttts of i lie workman was passed or thal 
ilia interpolations in the charge sheel wcw lIouc hy the 
Mnnagjemeai. 

1L miiy be muIclI hue char ShrL V.K. firngJn al^O 
appeared as. witness ir. Lbe case. Hy his earlier statement 
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dawd 24th Augnsl, 1993 be denied thal (he Managemcnl 
in possession of counter Bits of cheque bonks of 
Account No.2403(1 of UBI of Sangria for Lhe period 2Jlh 
Fch. Lo 5th of Mardi,l9&5 and the vouchers for that period. 

I It also denied the availabiliiy of bstof aczisLanLs employed 
hrlnfinj i. liarpreet Singh P Mtss. KakH, Ms. Sekbon, Miss 
Kanla, Mis Kalu, Kulbhushan Sathdcva, Gancsh Das 
and Bla kw i ntter j££L Shri Sipgla appealed aes a witness 2nd 
time on 31st May, 1993. In his statement he stated that 
Esduliits \V-3_ W-2, W-3 are correct as per Lhe record hmught 
hy him; and that letter dated 7th Feb., 19&5 was no* available 
with the MuragpmcnL Similarly despatch register, cub 
income stalemenLs. cihibil W-5, W-6, receipt Nos.4K564, 
4$56S to 4R57L are not traceable. Gn 30lh May, 1994 he 
dialed that as |>er the record W-28 is Lhe telegram Epm 
Mr. Vijaj Goyol and W-19 is the teeter dated Gtb March, 
19S5 id the hand!! of Dr. Ramcshwar DutL whereas Exhibit 
31 is the clerbawl TuiLLcit dated 12tb March, 1935. sufemdlLed 
by the petitioner whereas W-30 is the Letter dated 14lh 
March, 1435 related Lo Dr. Mahesh*ar DuiL, Divisional 
Mann^T, Fa [Lila whereas the Letter W-33 is a taller from 
Divisions , Olfitrer Imitate 10 Sangrur Branch, W-37 is a letter 
written by Arrau Singh $odhi lo the Etiviiiorul Officer, 
Patiala, lhe fourth lime he appeated as witness on 13th 
October, 1995 and seated thal receipts W-42 and W-43 
fj-jimirfjl the. signatures of Shri V.K 3-iojjli and Maheshwar 
Dull. He denied having signed vouchers W-44 to W-61 
and stared that the record pertainir|g Lo Lhat is not available 
with the Managemenl- Ha further failed to tell whether any 
werliman was engaged afteT lhe lenmitalinn of services of 
the workman, but stated that petty payments used to be 
made in twh;ar»d that since W-44 to W-61 are pltefo onpks. 
therefore. he cannot verify as 10 who had signed those 
documents. 

1 have gone through lhn file and have also considered 
lhe Submission made by the parties for and against their 
respective cases. The. question which has fallen lor 
CMttidcrtlion is whether the services of the workman, Shri 
V.K Gnyal, were terminated on Hli March, L985, by the 
New India Assurance Co, by following lhe provisiortf of 
Lhe Act, isttd therefore, the action of the Management was 
legal and jiBlitied and i 1 rot to what relief the workman is 
entitled tn. In my opinion in order to answer this reference 
Lhe pleading of (he parties am most relevanL. 

The workman in his statement of claim, asserted chat 
be had joined service with the Management on 5th 
November, 193 L and thal his services were te rrainHlcd nn 
fith March, 19H5 abruptly. The Management in reply to Lhis 
daim denied that the workman was appointed as Assisi ant 
on regular basis- The workman has not claimed chat he was 
appointed as AssislaDl 0(1 Regular haste, lire Manitgemtnl 
has inlelligenlly denied thfll the workman was engaged on 
(ha! day as an Assistant on regular baste. They did noL 
deny fha\ lhe workman was ei|gaged as AsdstemL on 5th 
Of Nov. 1931 otherwise than on regular basis. In Lhe 


subsequent line* they admitted Lhat lhe workman was 
ra igarai Iwnpmarily i.m daily Wages for dotngmerely ckficfd 
work. They, however, denied that the Management had 
(ttminated his services. On the other hand they claim Ural 
lhe workman bad abandoned, the job for lhe reasons hcsl 
kmwn lo luiu as he did noL ltim up for work after 25Lh Feb-, 
1965. From the reply of (he Manugemeni the two things 
have become clear (hat lhe vrarkman was engaged by the 
Management on 5th NoYcrttber, 1981^ and that he had 
served the Management up to 25th Feb„ 1 whereas the 
daim of the wurkjnan is that he had served lhe Management 
up to 5lh March, 1985- Supposing bnl noL admillin^ lhat 
the workman had served (he Management only up lo 25Lh 
Feb. 1935, iL is proved, withnul going into lhe evidence of 
the parties, lhaL the workman lunained in the oominuuuS 
servi« of lhe Management from 5th Nov., 1931 to 25th 
Feb, 1935. However, lhe wortniao claims tbal be had served 
■he management ncl onlyuplo ZSlhof Feb, bill upto 5lhof 
Mardi, 1985. Id order io prove his ease Lhe workman has 
placed on Tcd'nd a number or documents which include 
Exhibit W-E. lhe contents of which am not denied by lhe 
Management except (he wijnte “teha/gc handed over (o 
MaheshwarDirtl, under protest thaL I am removed illegally 
[run* sarvice today against my wishes. Sd/- V.K Gnyal, 
Assistant, 6 th Mirth, I9S5 71 . Without going iido the claim 
of lhe workman lhat he had made lhe assertion that be is 
being Ttnawed illegally agpdnsL his wirf»e^ at lhe time of 
hand big Over the charge, (he fact rermins that the charge 
of his office was- received by br Maheshwar DuLL on (Jth 
March, 1935 and till (hen he whs holding lhe charge of hfe 
secliur while in die cmployiiient of (he Management. On 
record (here is *teo exhibit W -7 which is a pay-in- slip 
dated 2S1h Feb., 1935 and by which an amount of Ki26,156 
wvs deposited in ihe Account of New India Asnrmncc Co. 
Sangrtir, Account No- 24fl20 and thisdocunent was certified 
1 l> 1st the true copy, by lhe official of Union Bank of India, 
Saugpir. There is also W-3 on record, by which, on the 
same day, Rs. 44DJOOU were deposited hy a draft in the some 
account. Both these dncumenls coutein the sdgnalures of 
V.K .Goyal, admittedly the workmiin. Since these two 
documents arc certified Lo be hue copies of the originals, 
hy the official of Union Bank of India, Snngnrr.Lhese lend 
credibility lo (he facL lhaL lhe workman was working for the 
Management on 23th Feb., 1985, lhat is why, he signed on 
Lhe pay- in- slips on behalf of the ManHgemenL. There are 
Him on recOTd Exhibits 42 and 43 which arc dated 23lh 
Feb., 1935 and lsl March, 19R5 respectively. These are'ibe 
receipts issued by. Ibe New India Assurance Co. Sangrur 
in favour of lUvisiunal Office, New India Astfirancc Co. 
Faliul^, acknewlodguig the reueipl of amounts of Rs. 26,156 
and 338 -Hoik thiz^e docuincnts are sipied hy the workman 
besides Mr. Mahe&hwar Duct, bxhibll 44 lo 59 arc 
disbursement vouchers and Lhese are signed hy the Brandi 
Manager Dr. Maheshwar DutL besides the workman. These 
vuucheiE also sW that the workman was working for lhe 
Management from 25th 1t> 2fith March, 1935. UocrnncnL ‘1 
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WW-J.. El, -Vtl2 and d; 13 I'urlher show tbal the letters were 
addressed n> Lhc Officiating Branch Manager, the 
Uivisicwiat Mafiagcj and Chitimwn Cum Mmnaging Direclur 
nf iha M^niLg^mcnl CetpomLian and the same were sent 
by iki: werim^n. unless shown otherwise. There arc also 
phn;ii cupies if Lbe despatch register for the perind 20th 
Hebe t<Wfito2! fhRh.J9eSE*hihilW-3/23[uWW -3.^7 
which show Lt al the workman certified to have expended 
Ks.U2.35 paLje as Siam p charts, for [be Mjnajjemeui, fnr 
sending the ifcttars to rh« addressee urt behalf of Ihe 
MawrgemenL. documents exhibit 3/23 show that an amount 
of Rs. 16.30 pa isc was spem ;i 5 stamp charges for sending 
belters in addre mp, on behalF uf (be ManagenKiil although 
1 think I Ilk |lw eimies in Lhe despatch register were made 
afterwards since the writing r>f 1bp workman and lhe unt 
mads in i ha nq :isf?rs do nol laily even to a naked eye. But 
n is lhe Man a jemem which has to explain as to how the 
workman got the access to the record so as in huIk r he 
cnbics aild sijjt ihe siime on lhe despatch register. 

On record T find Lhe copy of witgrsm daleil 5sti of 
March, J 985 F t liihir W- 2ft tty which (be workman informed 
die Officiating Ifmnch Mmuiger of the Management at 
SangniT that 5 hri Mahcshwur Di.m wa* Hying i.u remove 
h im from satrvi sie forcibly Decumenl Exhibit W29 shows 
that rha dranl b Manager Sangnir received the tcleftram 
which he forw irded to 13.0 Patiala on 6th of March- 1 985. 

By (ha Same If LUST Lhe Branch Manager admitted to have 
laken over the t-haigp from MirL V.li .Goyid un 5Lh of March, 
19E5. Do«iiy4iil W3l read* ihnl Lhe workman requested 
the ManagirigJfiirecLor Cum Chairman on L2ib of March, 
1 H JB5 to reinstate him i a service, Ml these divumeuLs gu Lu 
show dial ijie i-laim of lhe workman Is (rue thal be served 
ihe MaiiagpmfnL from 5lh of Nov, iyg| m 6th of March, 
1485 Cuntmudirsly and that Lhe services of the workman 
were rcrmioai^i cm frh o[ March, 19&5. 

The cl-a in of ihe Management is lhar ilk workman 
had abandoned rhe service ai his own for the remains best 
known loJiim.ifhry have failed to produce any documcntry 
or oral evidence to show Him lhe worJuniHi had inlenliuualJy 
not reported f(.j dm y after 6lh oi Mairh, 1485. The evidence 
on record is rither lo Lhis effect that the charge from the 
workman washafccu by ±t Officiating Unmrii Manager in 
presence of thcJ pnl icc-Tradc Union leader aid Senior Officer 
of tha Mjfnaajmrnl on 6th of March. 19&5. As per the 
workman, thq officiating Branch Manager wanled ihe 
workman loaifcpt the Salary tmasKumed uame or quit Lhe 
service and wicr. the workman refuaed 16 agree WLlh hum. 

Ihe Branch Manager asked him to hand over lhe chuTet. 
3be workmaii| asked for receipi of Ihe charge, the Branch 
Manager refused Lo give whereupon the workman reported 
tlw mane Mo If mid puJnre besides lo lhe higher officers of 
i lip Mjmugemdnl including the Off iciabng Branch Manager 
of Sangrur Branch of the Management. In Lhis I 
reference can ki made 10 exhibiLa W-2S and W2^. i'hus E 
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Lha’ the workman had himsc]; abaridoned the job and ihe 
Management had nnt icrniiiiatLd Ins services. 

I he workman hac proved that he had served lhe 
Management as Ass stari enmin.iousiy fmm 5th of Nm, 
L9RJ to iiih of Maich. L9s5. Thus LhclL iemains no doubt 
loholdrhal il"-s wmkmai; hud ^:n'd rho MafiagenjeiLi for 
more than 24U days du-irg twelve months preceding lhe 

■j;ilc (if LE.rmin:iliiii' ■:f hr, ^Tvices. [n Lhill, SiLti^lion 

whatever may have ocen :he sraLas uf the workman, lhe 
Mar.agcmcm was re^uirci to follow rhe provisions of 
Secliur 2i-3-' uf Lhe AcL betcre terminating his services. 
They were required :o gisc !iim one mortth’s notice tciii oe 
him the reasons fci muninainiK his services and wages for 
the notice jiCnOil I'Ll y v, err! I .irllihr LO pay 

reLrernrhircnl comrsnsaticn :e the workman. They were 

a ISO required lo r i.nl kv i i i he Apprcipritfle tiov^rnmenL 

or iiuihuTily so jppcinled nulilying Lheir inLenLion lo di*- 
snguge the work mar.. Nothing such is shewn to have been 
dnne hy she hrf:ii^n:i There is ahsululely nu evidence 
on record Lo snow In a - . M a.tage.nent had followed the 
provisiens of Scc:Jo.i 2^-F c: :he .Act before teminaring 

rhe sc rv ices of :!ic w .n ... t-i, bi ii of Munfi, 1485. Tht-y 

have utterly fi'iJed it: shew :hat Lhe workman did not lurn 
up for duty afLCi 25rl. c r "TL:M48^ nne he norite.of bis 
mtLnoons ICi Mil ,'v 1 ii r;::l mil Iv iMn|iii|ie ii! Ihf ir 
SuTvica;, IJs nLyt' dii.l nd uppTe'ach Lhe Management 
thereafter Lill 7th nf robmiLrv.l485 when he raised iliv 
tlemonJ nolice. 1 am there Jure, satisfied thar (he 
Management violated tlic e i nv is ions of Section 23-F of 
the Act while tcrniLiiaiing Lbe scrv ieesnf workman on rich 
uf Mtsreh. Lhrd. iheieinrc. Lhe termination oFvervioes of 
the wmkir.aa oe bri. n - " M.n eh, 144 1 ; was had in iaw. 

The next l| lies: ii ri inol-i requires COilSidaraLiOn is 
as :n wliar icliefih-.: -:-iI-. 11 .un o “viii.f.id j.i Lri the s-tiLleilietir 
oi claim Lhe workman has p.-ayed for re-instatemcnr with 
yn ii iiiiniIy in service, L■ beck wages and n(] siLticr 
LxinsequenLiaj benefits besides ir.Lcrcsl F.A. The 

Management, in replt :o ir. has subm itted ihat lhe workman 
is ntH enLiLletl to any relief si ace lie has reraamed uJl Hirouuh 
this pertod gainfully engaged. Tney have also claimed that 
since the enga^.einci i nf U.m tvorkman was not in 
accordance wLtb rules .hcreSure. be cinnot cJuira 
mi aslalemonl ais^Ta^uLari^aiion in service, They have relied 
upon the Judgmem nf Ancx flnurr in the case of Secretary, 
State of k.ariLa[aka f csisii- ; 'n.i IJsvi biring Civil AppsalS 
Nos. J5D5 3d]2 uf decided cm Khhof April, 2006. 

J have considered the submissions of the parties in 
this regard also Ii is proved thal Lbe euEaEcmenl of Lhe 
workman was nnr in accordance with ihe rules of procedure 
prtvalfnr in ihn Mni agenln l. Jhi eniry ur Service was 
noth i ag sho rt of backdooi c nn \. The i e fore. in vi^w of ihe 
lawlaul diuvn hy dv« \.pe s l.'ijnri rn L_TTiii tlevfs easefstipm) 
he cannul claims reins I ale mem in service, liincc rhe 
Management is shown to have noi complied with ih$ 


find Lbal Lhcrcj is no imth in rhe elaire of ihp Msougemenl provisions uf Section 25-F nf inc .Act even when he had 
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put in more than 240 days of service, tit workman B emitted 
(0 [he .leueliLsi be would have got but for his termination 
from service. He was entitled to salary for [ha notice period, 
reacnchmcot compensation at lire role of fifteen days salary 
lor every completed year of service and for lie period aWve 
si:v months of service. He h also entitled In com per sat kin 
in lieo nf back wages besides Ute liligatnm expenses and of 
course [he Imerm on ihe amount so found due io him. 

"ihuugh the workman did not claim, in his statement 
of daioi. that he was without Wort righL irom the day of 
WTmin Hicn of ius services yet in his statement before this 
Tribunal bo claimed that he is noE gainfully engaged. He 
placed on record affidavits of his farher and brOllter hut 
did j»oi examine them to prove. Ihe same and to make them 
to stand to die cross-examination of [he Mirage Own I, The 
workman is appunemly an able person, He remains well 
dressed ;.md is educated. Thus it cannot be said that he 
bas remained without work all IhrOugh this period. 
Otherwise, how could he have survived lor all these twenty 
n»Q ysats. "Che claim of workman on this eonnt is nor 
CGrred. The fad remains that ho has suffered at the hands 
nf the Management and for nofauh of his. 

Cunsddermg oil the facts and circumstances of the 
Oise I am of the considered opinion that the workman is 
entitled to compensation of Two lies as 004 time 
CO hlpurtSa [j on for the wrongs done to him bt the 
Management which shall include his salary for notice 
period, retrenchment ccimpensai ion, hack wageS, interest 
on amount found due and the litigation expenses. The 
Management is directed to pay this amourtr 10 the workman 
within Lhnee non Lbs from the date the award becomes 
enforceable. Jn case of failure on their part to implement 
Ilk? aw ud, the workman shall be entitled to get interest on 
the amrunt award @9% from Lhe dale, the award becomes 
enforceable till tbe said amount is realized in full. The 
reference Is answered. I.ci a copy of this award be sem to 
the appropriate government fur necessary action and Ihe 
ftl; be consigned to records after due completion. 

KU1DIP SlMGE |, Riding Officer 

ni 9 Tjaitf, &KM 

iKT.sTL 21 m l - fed fcrffer, 

<i& if fen ^ apr) 

siSdwii ^ ^ tf 4FvtfF«d) *lffel Ffe 

fe TR^Tt *qfe afeffeq, L952 (1952 ^1 19) (?fe 
JlcviRtid) 17^^-inn 

{l > f^r> ^ aftphi ^ ^ 1^H( «nfer ffeir i j 

I, wwiit l N i ru tf SfTl^H^if 7^^ 

wVU Tfl V.Rf'tJf'l TT fafM flHH, 

qnr a ^ fapif^s afl ^ri 4 ^feifeT 
toT ^ ofh ^ferct r T^fi siftiHiMH ^ afafa strai TRHT 
^ farfi sr-fl ufliBdn 4 arferfM^ *rfe *A-4u\ differ 
1952 ( ¥*T 4 -jfwirad) # 


U^H fan ^1 3PT Rffel vipff d»l T Era^T 

\KU ^ ^ I 

V 3trr:, 314, ^ SfWfani WCI 17 

^r-^iRr (i) ^ wf T»Tff vM ^ feta 

TI*PT-¥ c r ! l tn life ^ iffalfWT TRi ^ 

fes UT^R 5t(u*eH-t aii oi -Ob- 1H9 J ^ 

5PT5TT -sferp^l a4T 33rT psfe ^ fel SRtWf ^ T51FH ^ 
TJ3 jjisii *t(i1 ^ I 

[ fen TO-35015/ld.2<W7-FRiq7t:-lJ ] 
TH, A liffel, tlffl nffe 
New Delhi, the 9th July, 3007 

SXh 2lfa,— Whereas M/s, lirilla Satcom Ltd. 
(under Code No. KN/OZHVin Karnataka rq)(d)(beitilMllet 
referred to as the establish me id) has applied for cnemptirm 
coder clause (a) of sub-section (1) of seCtkfo 17 of the 
Empfoyces' Phnidrat Funds arui MiscetiaienE PrwiiNiE 
Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as tbe Act). 

2. And whereas in tbe opinion of the Central 
fjovenunczil, the rules of tbe provided fund of tbe said 
establishment with respect to tbe rates of ccaUribulioR are 
not less favourable to employees I herein than tbo*e 
specified in section (> of Jht said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other ptuvultmL fund btMfilS 
provided raider Ihe said Act or under tbe Employees' 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
tbe Scheme) in relation to tbe employees in any Other 
establishment nf similar character. 

3. btaw, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 17 of tbe-said 
Act and Subject to Lbe tomhliJnS Specified in this nggarti 
frdm time to time, the Central Governroent, hereby ereqSs 
Lhe said establishment front ihe operation of all Ihe 
pruvisiLuisol tbe said Scheme with effect from 01-06-1993, 
until further iKniikinion. 

jNo. iv35015H6s^j07-SS-rT] 
S. ri- XAVTRR.UwkrSccy. 
stf ftTTfl. 9 ^cTlS, 2007 

TS13IL 2Ilf.—^fafetf aii^l-iir^yhMi^ 3=m Vc 
fefhfe ( ibdTd* 4*fefeqi ^TCWj r l 4549 

^ 4 sTrtifoicO ^ 

fefet wW 34fe JitUftflU, 1952 (1952 

T 1 19) TTfllTt afeffeR tst tqpj 

n ^ ^t-tjnr (t) ^ (^) ^ 3fafa ^ ^ 

■Jlldrn fa^I ^ I 

2. 'URtfa srtfTt ^ ■SiVi'i.ri ^ 

fey siJci'tjn ^ MTi“t ftfir lVf*t r d^Ki stPtftqtf 
tITTT ^ flf ^ gel’s ^ ■vi4mR-*J' 

^ 3^T iifitfdflM ^ fe'Tfl JUifll Tilt U4K 
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n:, ara, A737rr339 tHftjfflmr 3tt ami L7 
U) ^ £TP) EJF B^vT flf+ifl 37 Tflfll 
fr wi bw ai ^?r fl ^dfacr # 

f AAF-TC yTT-’^au 333 B^rsn 3il 05 -OS- ] 99 ] fl 
j^r rRi 73 a Aflta ^ b# # imifh fl 

I 

! i; : 5teiTT - Xwi 5M ■ , Z007-T5ELHTT—II ] 

! TJST. ^t. 5fft<K, A9T #34 

New Delhi (he 9th My, 2007 

2125,— Where is M/i- TCICS Verdure Fund 
nt Co. I.tdr (under Code No. KN/H549 In 
rcigun) (hereinafter referred U> as ihe 
:nl) has applied for exempli on under cLausc (a j 
ran (l} or«edi(m 17 oJthe Enployeea’ Provident 
MDcellaneous Provisions Act, 1452 ( 14 of 
cinafter ftferneA to «s the Act). 

nd whereas in the opinion of the Genital 
it r the rules of the provident fund of Lbr said 
:nt with respect 10 Lhe rates of eonuihmjon are 
vomsblc to employees (herein titan ihuse 
section 6 of the said Art and the employees 
enjoyment of other provider! fund iKuefita 
ruder the said Ac! or under Ihfi Employees' 
'uuds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
;} in relation to the employees in any other 
art nf simitar dw ratter, 

aw. therefore, in exercise of the powers 
7 clause (a) Of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 ef 
. and snbjrcl to the conditions specified in ill Is 
] time to time, (he Central (rovernmem, hereby 
C SAtd establishment from (hr operation of all 
ons of (he said Scheme wilh efleCL Irom 
h unlit further norificaiton. 

1 |NQ.S-35Q13fl/2007-SS-lll 

S.D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
A? ffl*vft r 4 2007 

L 212t—^5l3f3i flsifl ^ Afe+d Fflfl (BT.) 
Wldl fl* fl Vfe flBJ! # 37* j 

^ Bf(l*ST4 # fl 3f?3?[fH3) fl 3#3Jll nfhwi 
flfafaAA. 1452 (L^l** 14) {X*F* 
fl^fWtea> ^ 3RM7 9TI 39-3RT 


(3) ^TsT^S C*.; 3 iiVfld 3 i ^ ft?Jr ^ 

2. 3ftr.3pn3T3F3 Tp^rn ^I^tr fl sttrf^ 
^mrafl33e llidWH T qfw^T fnm, ^33 
btt 3m 6 fl 3fr ^enr fl' 4 , 1 ^ iRflf ^ 1 ^ 

^ 3?F tfflpnfl, 3^=1 anl^hd+H ^ aoihr tu^-qi 
TTfl TI31T ^ ilTd>e!R fl fl 

+fliirfl f-fl^l ^"m. l9^2 (TF^ W 

fl fl; iidflo mr nt ippi f^pht 

eii'Hi 3i1 At ew<i rtril 7? | 

0. JRIt. if^, qfl y'd I? 

3fl TA-'lRi r 1 j &<--£ f Ti j Errr wr3 TrfcRrflf tt 

3ft7 W7-7fF!r 77 773 A FfefRsFf Tlflt ^ 

3tMifl|e 'W^ +h.*m. 'rt <j 3H 01 - I I - 1444 A 

319# -Mry^ir 337 333 73fiA # 73^1 TAfltil # TFArrFI A 
TT99 3>T3t ^ I 

\. WTF-tjljl S/j4,-2lXl7-tmW-"31 ] 
7A- ^T. flf33T. 3737 Af33 
New Delhi, the -7th July, 2007 

SiO. 2l2tr—Whereus M/'a. Dey’s Medical Stores 
{P} Ltd., funder Code No. WB..'S2tW. In JCsIkaia rci^onj 
thereinafter referred to a^iltit c.suhlishmenl ) hasap|7llcd 
for oteinpi iri]i ujid^reLiitoejn) of su h-sedion tl) of section 
L7 of the FlmpLoyees' Prou i^.sl Funds and \1 isccl laricnuE. 
fViviyiuTfc jVt. li?52{ I'Juf 19521 (hereinafler referred to 
as the Act). 

2. And w'-isr^n 1 - :-i thr opinion of Lhe CrnlnJ 
Govemmenl, Hue rulcf of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect 10 ihc rates of ennnihutinn are 
not less favourable to employes 1 herein than tlidi-e 
specified in section b of the said Act and Ihe empboyees 
are also in enjoy men' nf other provident fund benefit 
provided nnd^r ihe >aid Act or under Lhe LmpLoyees" 
Provident Funds Suhcmc. L952 Chcicinaftcr referred to be 
the Scheme) in -ebitinn to ill? enjployec& in any Other 
establishment of simiiar character. 

:L Now, ihurs’iirt., ir exercise ol' Ihe powers 
conferred by clause ( a j of sub-section ( 1) of section 17 of 
the said Act and suhjed to the ennditions specified in Ihis 
regard from time to Lime, the L'enHral Government, hereby, 
exempts lhe said establish ment from rhe operation of all 
ihe provisions of ihe said Scheme wjih ctfftei fmjn 
(Jl-l 3-1W4. until f'jnhei notifica.iEon. 

[No. S-250 L5.5M:2ClU7-SS-[[] 

S.D XvAVlEFLl'mierSeCy. 


Flrinliul by lhe Manager, Oavt. uf lidia Pr:rs. Rlt.c Read. Msyspc:. Ljiil:- 1-1 ll>li ':4 
and FnMisbnl tv Uu ControlLiT of Publicj:irvn'. fJ =■ Ih■ lll'O-'J. 





